arXiv:1601.02777v3 [math.OC] 18 Feb 2017

Realization Theory for LPV State-Space Representations with Affine Dependence

Mihály Petreczky Member, IEEE, Roland Tóth, Member, IEEE and Guillaume Mercère Member, IEEE

Abstract—In this paper we present a Kalman-style realization theory for linear parameter-varying state-space representations whose matrices depend on the scheduling variables in an affine way (abbreviated as LPV-SSA representations). We show that such a LPV-SSA representation is a minimal (in the sense of having the least number of state-variables) representation of its input-output function, if and only if it is observable and span-reachable. We show that any two minimal LPV-SSA representations of the same input-output function are related by a linear isomorphism, and the isomorphism does not depend on the scheduling variable. We show that an input-output function can be represented by a LPV-SSA representation if and only if the Hankel-matrix of the input-output function has a finite rank. In fact, the rank of the Hankel-matrix gives the dimension of a minimal LPV-SSA representation. Moreover, we can formulate a counterpart of partial realization theory for LPV-SSA representation and prove correctness of the Kalman- Ho algorithm formulated in [1]. These results thus represent the basis of systems theory for LPV-SSA representation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Linear parameter-varying (LPV) systems represent an intermediate system class between the class of linear timeinvariant (LTI) systems and systems with nonlinear and timevarying behavior. The underlying idea behind the use of LPV systems is to approximately model nonlinear and time-varying systems by linear time-varying difference or differential equations, where the time varying coefficients are functions of a time-varying signal, the so-called scheduling variable. Such equations are called LPV systems [2], [3]. That is, LPV systems are a class of mathematical models having a certain structure (linear and time-varying). The use of LPV systems is motivated by the fact that control design for these systems is well developed [4]–[10]. More recently, system identification of LPV models has gained attention [11]–[21].

Despite these advances and the popularity of LPV models, there are significant gaps in their systems theory, in particular, their realization theory. By realization theory we mean a systematic characterization of the relationship between the input-output behavior of LPV systems and their state-space

Mihály Petreczky (Corresponding author) s with Centre de Recherche en Informatique, Signal et Automatique de Lille (CRIStAL) mihaly.petreczky@ec-lille.fr

Guillaume Mercère is with the University of Poitiers, Laboratoire d’Informatique et d’Automatique pour les Systèmes, 2 rue P. Brousse, batiment B25, B.P. 633, 86022 Poitiers Cedex, France. Email: guillaume.mercere@univ-poitiers.fr

R. Tóth is with the Control Systems Group, Department of Electrical Engineering, Eindhoven University of Technology, P.O. Box 513, 5600 MB Eindhoven, The Netherlands. Email: r.toth@tue.nl.

This work was partially supported by ESTIREZ project of Region Nord-Pas de Calais, France

representations. More precisely, we will make a distinction between LPV state-space representations, which are mathematical models in terms of difference/differential equations, and their input-output behavior (i.e. the set of input-output trajectories which they generate). The question realization theory tries to answer is how to characterize those LPV statespace representations which describe the same set of inputoutput trajectories, and how to construct such an LPV statespace representation from the set of input-output trajectories. The reason that this problem is an important one is as follows. Notice that it in general, there is no justification to claim that a designated LPV state-space representation is the ‘true” model of the physical phenomenon of interest. Any other LPV state-space representation which generates the same inputoutput trajectories as this designated state-space representation can also be viewed as a model of the physical phenomenon. For example, two different system identification techniques or modelling approaches could yield two different state-space representations which are equivalent, in the sense that they describe the same set of input-output trajectories. In this case, there is no reason to prefer one model over the other one. Hence, any controller developed using one such LPV state-space representation should be shown to work for all the other LPV state-space representation generating the same input-output behavior. In order to address this issue, we need realization theory. As for system identification, the best we can hope for a system identification algorithm is that it will find one LPV state-space representation which generates (at least approximately, with some error) the observed inputoutput trajectories. Hence, we need realization theory for analyzing system identification algorithms, as it tells us the set of possible correct outcomes of any system identification algorithm under ideal circumstances (no noise, etc.). The same goes for analyzing model reduction algorithms. Moreover, from a practical point of view, what we are interested in is the interplay between system identification, model reduction and control design. Roughly speaking, we would like to know when we can hope that a controller which was calculated based on a plant model obtained from system identification and model reduction algorithms will work for the original system. In order to understand this interplay, we need to understand the relationship between various LPV state-space representations which are consistent with the same input-output trajectories, i.e. we need realization theory.

The only systematic effort to address this gap was made in [2], [3], where behavioral theory was used to clarify realization theory, concepts of minimality and equivalence classes of various LPV representation forms. However, the

LPV models considered in [2], [3] assumed non-linear (meromorphic) and dynamical dependence of the model parameters on the scheduling variable. More precisely, the LPV model parameters were assumed to be meromorphic functions of the scheduling variable and its derivatives (in continuoustime), or of the current and future values of the scheduling variable (discrete-time). As a result, the system theoretic transformations (passing from input-output behavior to statespace representation, transforming a state-space representation to a minimal one, etc.) described in [2], [3] introduce LPV models with a dynamic and nonlinear dependence on the parameters. However, for practical applications it is preferable to use LPV models with a static and affine dependence on the scheduling variable, i.e., LPV models whose system parameters are affine functions of the instantenous value of the scheduling variable. That is, from a practical point of view it make sense to concentrate on systems theory of LPV models with static and affine dependence. In particular, the following fundamental question which directly pops up in the engineering context has remained unanswered: when is it possible to give a simple state-space model with affine static dependence for an identified or modeled LPV system behavior and how to accomplish this realization step with ease. To find an answer to this question is the main motivation of this paper.

In this paper we present a Kalman-like realization theory for LPV state-space representations with affine static dependence of coefficients, abbreviated as LPV-SSA representations. We will consider both the discrete-time (DT) and the continuoustime (CT) cases. In particular, we show existence, uniqueness of a special form of equivalent infinite impulse response representations (IIR) of systems with such representations both in DT and CT cases. We show that all input-output functions which can be described by an LPV-SSA representation admit an IIR, and conversely, if an input-output function admits an IIR and its Hankel matrix has finite rank, then this input-output function can be represented by an LPV-SSA representation. In this case, the finite rank of the Hankel matrix equals the dimension of a minimal LPV-SSA realization of the inputoutput function. Furthermore, the concept of (state) minimality and Kalman decomposition in terms of observability and reachability is clarified. It is proven that for the LPV-SSA case, state-minimality is equivalent with joint observability and span-reachability. It is shown that the construction of a minimal LPV-SSA form of an arbitrary LPV input-output function can be always (if it exists) carried out with the application of the Ho-Kalman realization algorithm. We also discuss partial LPV-SSA realization for input-output functions. Moreover, it is formally proven that all minimal LPV-SSA representations of the same input-output function are isomorphic, and this isomorphism is linear and it does not depend on the scheduling parameter. Finally, we show that under some very mild conditions, minimal LPV-SSA representations are also minimal among the meromorphic LPV state-space representations from [22]. The results of this paper could be useful for model reduction and system identification of LPV-SSAs. For example, they could be useful for improved subspace identification algorithm (see [23] for preliminary results), for identifiability analysis, characterization of identifiability, topology of minimal LPV-SSAs, identifiable canonical forms (following the idea of [24]–[26]), for finding conditions for persistence of excitation of LPV-SSAs (following the ideas of [27]) or for model reduction using moment matching (see [28] for preliminary results).

Many of concepts related to those used in this paper have already been published in various works, but without the existence of a coherent connection and underlying formal proofs. In particular, the idea of Hankel-matrix has appeared in [16], [19], [29]. The Markov-parameters and the realization algorithm were already described in [29]. In contrast to [16], [19], [29], in this paper, the Markov-parameters and the related Hankel-matrix are defined directly for inputoutput functions, without assuming the existence of a finite dimensional LPV-SSA realization. In fact, the finite rank of the Hankel-matrix represents the necessary and sufficient condition for the existence of an LPV-SSA realization. In addition, we discuss the conditions for the correctness of the realization algorithm in more details. Extended observability and reachability matrices were also presented in [2], [30]. However, their system-theoretic interpretation as well as the relationship with minimality were not explored. Realization theory of more general linear parameter-varying systems was already developed in [2], the system matrices were allowed to depend on the scheduling parameters in a non-linear way, however, the results published in [2] do not always imply the ones, for the restricted LPV-SSA case, presented in this paper. Furthermore, the results presented in this paper can be also seen as generalization of system theoretical results available for linear switched systems [31]–[34]. The current paper is partially based on [35]. With respect to [35], the main differences are as follows. First, [35] presents the results without proofs. Second, [35] deals only with the DT case, while the extension of the results to CT case is challenging and technically more involved than the DT case. Finally, the exposition has been improved and simplified in comparison to [35]. The technical report [36] differs from [35] only in the presence of some sketches of the proofs for the results of [35].

The paper is organized as follows: In Section II, basic notions and concepts are introduced, which is followed, in Section III, by the definition of SSA representations, inputoutput functions, equivalence and minimality in the considered LPV context. In Section IV, the main results of the paper in terms of existence, uniqueness and convergence of SSA inducing impulse response representations and the corresponding concepts of Hankel matrix and SSA realization theory are explained. For the sake of readability, all proofs are collected in Appendix A.

II. NOTATION

The following notation is used: for a (possibly infinite) set X, denote by S(X) the set of finite sequences generated from X, i.e., each s ∈ S(X) is of the form s = ζ_1ζ_2 · · · ζ_k with ζ_1, ζ_2, . . . , ζ_k ∈ X, k ∈ N. |s| denotes the length of the sequence s, while for s, r ∈ S(X), sr ∈ S(X) corresponds the concatenation operation. The symbol ε is used for the empty sequence and |ε| = 0 with sε = εs = s. Furthermore,

X^N denotes the set of all functions of the form f : N → X. For each j = 1, . . . , m, e_j is the j^{th} standard basis in R^m . Furthermore, let I^{s2}_{s1} = {s ∈ Z | s_1 ≤ s ≤ s_2} be an index set.

Let T = R^+_0 = [0, +∞) be the time axis in the continuoustime (CT) case and T = N in the discrete-time (DT) case. Denote by ξ the differentiation operator^d_{dt} (in CT) and the forward time-shift operator q (in DT), i.e., if z : T → R^n , then (ξz)(t) =^d_{dt} z(t), if T = R^+_0 , and (ξz)(t) = z(t + 1), if T = N. As usual, denote by ξ^k the k-fold application of ξ, i.e. for any z : T → R^n , ξ^0z = z, and ξ^{k+1}z = ξ(ξ^k z) for all k ∈ N. Both for CT and DT, for any τ ∈ T, define the time shift operator q^τ as follows: for any f : T → R^n , q^τ f : T → R^n is defined by (q^τ f)(t) = f(t + τ), t ∈ T.

A function f := R^+_0 → R^n is called piecewise-continuous, if f has finitely many points of discontinuity on any compact subinterval of R^+_0 and, at any point of discontinuity, the left-hand and right-hand side limits of f exist and are finite. We denote by C_p(R^+_0 , R^n ) the set of all n-dimensional piecewise-continuous functions of the above form. The notation C_a(R^+_0 , R^n ) designates the set of all n-dimensional absolutely continuous functions [37].

Recall from [38] the following notions on affine hulls and affine bases. Recall that b ∈ R^n is an affine combination of a_1, . . . , a_N ∈ R^n , if b = ∑_N i=1 λ_ia_i for some λ_1, . . . , λ_N ∈ R, ∑_N i=1 λ_i = 1. The affine hull Aff A of a set A is the set of affine combinations of elements of A. The vectors b_1, . . . , b_m ∈ R^n are said to be affinely independent if for every j = 1, . . . , m, b_j cannot be expressed as an affine combination of {b_i}^m_{i=1,i≠j} . The vectors b_1, . . . , b_m are an affine basis of R^n if m = n + 1, b_1, . . . , b_{n+1} are affinely independent and Aff {b_1, . . . , b_{n+1}} = R^n .

III. PRELIMINARIES In this paper, we consider the class of LPV systems that have LPV state-space (SS) representations with affine linear dependence on the scheduling variable. We use the abbreviation LPV-SSA to denote this subclass of state-space representations, defined as Σ { ξx(t) = A(p(t))x(t) + B(p(t))u(t), y(t) = C(p(t))x(t) + D(p(t))u(t), (1) where x(t) ∈ X = R^{nx} is the state variable, y(t) ∈ Y = R^{ny} is the (measured) output, u(t) ∈ U = R^{nu} represents the input signal and p(t) ∈ P ⊆ R^{np} is the so called scheduling variable of the system represented by Σ, and

A(p) = A_0 +

n_p∑

i=1 A_ip_i, B(p) = B_0 +

n_p∑

i=1 B_ip_i,

C(p) = C_0 +

n_p∑

i=1 C_ip_i, D(p) = D_0 +

n_p∑

i=1 D_ip_i, (2)

for every p = [ p_1 . . . p_{np} ]^⊤ ∈ P, with constant matrices A_i ∈ R^{nx ×nx} , B_i ∈ R^{nx ×nu} , C_i ∈ R^{ny ×nx} and D_i ∈ R^{ny ×nu} for all i ∈ I^{np}_0 . It is assumed that Aff P = R^{np} , i.e., P contains an affine basis of R^{np} , see Section II or [38] for the definition of affine span and affine basis. According to the LPV modeling concept, p corresponds to varying-operating conditions, nonlinear/time-varying dynamical aspects and /or external effects influencing the plant behavior and it is allowed to vary in the set P, see [2] for details. In the sequel, we will often use the shorthand notation Σ = (P, {A_i, B_i, C_i, D_i}^{np}_{i=0})

to denote an LPV-SSA representation of the form (1) and use dim (Σ) = n_x to denote its state dimension.

By a solution of Σ we mean a tuple of trajectories (x, y, u, p) ∈ (X , Y, U, P) satisfying (1) for almost all t ∈ T in CT case, and for all t ∈ T in DT, where in CT, X = C_a(R^+_0 , X), Y = C_p(R^+_0 , Y), U = C_p(R^+_0 , U), P = C_p(R^+_0 , P), and in DT X = X^N, Y = Y^N, U = U^N, P = P^N.

Remark 1 (Zero initial time). Notice that without loss of generality, the solution trajectories in CT can be considered on the half line R^+_0 with t_o = 0. Indeed, if (x, y, u, p) satisfy (1), then (q^τ x, q^τ y, q^τ u, q^τ p) satisfies (1) for any τ ∈ R (see [3]). Here q^τ is the shift operator defined in Section II.

Note that for any input and scheduling signal (u, p) ∈ U ×P and any initial state x_o ∈ X , there exists a unique pair (y, x) ∈ Y ×X such that (x, y, u, p) is a solution of (1) and x(0) = x_o, see [2]. That is, the dynamics of Σ are thus driven by the inputs u ∈ U as well as the scheduling variables p ∈ P. This allows to define input-to-state and input-output functions as follows.

Definition 1 (IS and IO functions). Let x_o ∈ R^{nx} be an initial state of Σ. Define the functions

X_{Σ,xo} : U × P → X , (3a) Y_{Σ,xo} : U × P → Y, (3b)

such that for any (x, y, u, p) ∈ X ×Y×U ×P, x = X_{Σ,xo} (u, p) and y = Y_{Σ,xo} (u, p) holds if and only if (x, y, u, p) is a solution of (1) and x(0) = x_o. The function X_{Σ,xo} is called the input-to-state function of Σ induced by the initial state x_o, and the function Y_{Σ,xo} is called the input-to-output function Σ induced by x_o.

Prompted by the definition above, we formalize potential input-output behavior of LPV-SSA representations as functions of the form F : U × P → Y. (4) Note that an input-output map of any LPV-SSA representation is of the above form. However, not all maps of the form (4) arise as input-output maps of some LPV-SSA representation.

Definition 2 (Realization). The LPV-SSA representation Σ is a realization of an input-output function F of the form (4) from the initial state x_o ∈ X, if F = Y_{Σ,xo} ; Σ is said to be a realization of F, if there exist an initial state x_o ∈ X of Σ, such that Σ is a realization of F from x_o.

Similarly to [31], [33], [34], the results of this paper could be extended to families of input-output functions with multiple initial states. However, in order to keep the notations simple, we only deal with systems having one initial state.

Definition 3 (Input-output equivalence). Two LPV-SSA representations Σ and Σ^′ are said to be weakly input-output equivalent w.r.t. the initial states x ∈ R^{nx} and x^′ ∈ R^{nx′} , if Y_{Σ,x} = Y_Σ′_{,x}′ . They are called strongly input-output equivalent, if for all x ∈ R^{nx} there is a x^′ ∈ R^{nx′} such that Y_{Σ,x} = Y_Σ′_{,x}′ , and vice versa, for any x^′ ∈ R^{nx} there is a x ∈ R^{nx′} such that Y_{Σ,x} = Y_Σ′_{,x}′ .

Remark 1 (IO functions vs behaviors). So far, we formalized the input-output behavior of the system represented by Σ as an input-output function induced by some initial state. Another option is to use a behavioral approach, where the input-output (manifest) behavior of a given LPV-SSA Σ is defined as

B(Σ) = { (y, u, p) ∈ Y × U × P | ∃x ∈ X s.t. (x, y, u, p) satisfies (1) } . (5)

Then, a Σ realizes a B ⊆ Y ×U ×P, if and only if B = B(Σ). Notice that B(Σ) = {(y, u, p) | ∃x ∈ R^{nx} : Y_{Σ,x}(u, p) = y}, i.e., B(Σ) is just the union of graphs of the input-output functions Y_{Σ,x}. This prompts us to consider the following definition. Let Φ be a set of input-output functions of the form F : U × P → Y. Similarly to [34], [39], we say that an LPV- SSA Σ is a realization of Φ, if for every F ∈ Φ there exists a state x of Σ such that F = Y_{Σ,x}. Definition 2 represents a particular case of the definition above with Φ = {F}. The results of the paper can be extended to include the definition above, similarly to [34], [39].

Next, we define reachability and observability of LPV-SSAs.

Definition 4 (Reachability & observability). Let Σ be an LPV-SSA representation of the form (1). We say that Σ is (span) reachable from an initial state x_o ∈ R^{nx} , if Span{X_{Σ,xo} (u, p)(t) | (u, p) ∈ U × P, t ∈ T} = X. We say that Σ is observable if, for any two states x_1 ∈ R^{nx} and x_2 ∈ R^{nx} , Y_{Σ,x1} = Y_{Σ,x2} implies x_1 = x_2.

Notice that, in this definition, observability means that for any two distinct states of the system, the resulting outputs will differ from each other for some input and scheduling signals. Notice that while span-reachability depends on the choice of the initial state x_o, observability does not. Furthermore, these concepts of reachability and observability are strongly related to the extended controllability and observability matrices used in subspace-based identification of LPV-SSA models [40].

As explained previously, the relation between two realizations of the same I-O function is of interest in this paper. Thus, it is essential to recall the notion of isomorphism for an LPV-SSA model.

Definition 5 (State-space isomorphism). Consider two LPV- SSA representations Σ = (P, {A_i, B_i, C_i, D_i}^{np}_{i=0}) and Σ^′ = (P, { A^′_i, B^′_i , C^′_i , D^′_i }_{np} i=0 ) with dim(Σ) = dim(Σ^′) = n_x. A nonsingular matrix T ∈ R^{nx ×nx} is said to be an isomorphism from Σ to Σ^′, if

A^′_iT = T A_i B^′_i = T B_i C^′_iT = C_i D^′_i = D_i, (6)

for all i ∈ I^{np}_0 .

Next, we define minimality of an LPV-SSA representation:

Definition 6 (State-minimal realization). Let F be an inputoutput function. An LPV-SSA Σ is a (state) minimal realization of F, if

• ∃x_o ∈ X such that Y_{Σ,xo} = F.

• for ever LPV-SSA representation Σ^′ which is a realization of F, dim (Σ) ≤ dim (Σ^′).

We say that Σ is minimal w.r.t. the initial state x_o ∈ X, if Σ is a minimal realization of the input-output function Y_{Σ,xo} .

Note that due to the linearity of the system class, we can assume that D(·) ≡ 0 without any loss of generality regarding the concepts of reachability, observability and minimality. Therefore, in the sequel, unless stated otherwise, we will assume that D_i = 0 for all i ∈ I^{np}_0 . Rewriting the results of the paper for D(·) ≢ 0 is an easy exercise and it is left to the reader.

IV. MAIN RESULTS In this section, we present the main results of the paper.

First, we formally define the notion of an impulse response representation (IIR) of an input-output function F : U × P → Y both in CT and DT. We then show that all input-output functions which are realizable as a LPV-SSA representation admit such an IIR. This is followed by the establishment of a Kalman-like realization theory (relationship between inputoutput functions and LPV-SSA representations, rank conditions for the Hankel matrix, minimality of LPV-SSA representations, uniqueness (up to isomorphism) of minimal LPV- SSA representations). Finally, we present a minimization and Kalman-decomposition algorithms, we discuss the correctness of Kalman-Ho algorithm of [1], and we conclude by clarifying the relationship between the minimality concepts of the current paper and that of [22].

A. Impulse response representation

First, we introduce a convolution based representation of an input-output function. Let p_q denote the q^{th} entry of the vector p ∈ R^{np} if q ∈ I^{np}_1 and let p_0 = 1. Consider the following notation to handle the resulting p-dependence of the Markov coefficients:

Definition 7. For a given index sequence s ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ), time moments t, τ ∈ T, τ ≤ t, and any scheduling trajectories p ∈ P, define the so-called sub-Markov dependence (w_s ⋄ p)(t, τ) as follows:

• Continuous-time: For the empty sequence, s = ϵ, (w_ϵ ⋄ p)(t, τ) = 1. If s = s_1s_2 · · · s_n for some s_1, s_2, . . . , s_n ∈ I^{np}_0 and n > 0, then (w_s ⋄ p)(t, τ) = ∫_t τ p_{sn} (δ) · (w_{s1 ···sn−1} ⋄ p)(δ, τ) dδ = ∫_t τ p_{sn} (τ_n)( ∫_{τn} τ p_{sn−1} (τ_{n−1})( ∫_{τn−1} τ · · · )dτ_{n−1})dτ_n • Discrete-time: If the sequence s is of the form s = s_1s_2 · · · s_n, for some s_1, s_2, . . . , s_n ∈ I^{np}_0 and n = t − τ + 1, then

(w_s ⋄ p)(t, τ) = p_{s1} (τ)p_{s2} (τ + 1) · · · p_{sn} (t),

else (w_s ⋄ p)(t, τ) = 0.

Example 1. In order to illustrate the notation above, consider the case when n_p = 1 and take s = 0101,

|s| = n = 4. Then, for DT (w_s ⋄ p)(5, 2) = p_0(2)p_1(3)p_0(4)p_1(5) = p(3)p(5). For CT, (w_s ⋄ p)(5, 2) = ∫_5 2 p_1(s_1)( ∫_{s1} 2 p_0(s_2)( ∫_{s2} 2 p_1(s_3)( ∫_{s3} 2 p_0(s_4)ds_4)ds_3)ds_2)ds_1, and by using p_0 = 1, (w_s ⋄ p)(5, 2) =

∫_5 2 p(s_1)( ∫_{s1} 2 ∫_{s2} 2 (s_3 − 2)p(s_3)ds_2ds_3)ds_1.

The IIR of an input-output function is defined as follows.

Definition 8 (Impulse response representation). Let F be a function of the form (4). Then F is said to have a impulse response representation (IIR) if there exists a function

θ_F : S(I^{np}_0 ) → R^{(np +1)ny ×(nu(np+1)+1)}, (8)

such that, 1) it satisfies an exponential growth condition, i.e., there exist constants K, R > 0 such that

∀s ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ) : ||θ_F(s)||_F ≤ KR^{|s|} (9)

where ‖.‖_F denotes the Frobenius norm;

2) for every p ∈ P, there exist functions g_F ⋄ p : T → R^{ny} and h_F ⋄ p : {(τ, t) ∈ T × T | τ ≤ t} → R^{ny ×nu} , such that for each (u, p) ∈ U × P, t ∈ T,

F(u, p)(t) = (g_F⋄p)(t)+ ∫_t 0 (h_F⋄p)(δ, t)·u(δ) dδ, (10a) in CT and

F(u, p)(t) = (g_F ⋄ p)(t) + t−1∑ δ=0 (h_F ⋄ p)(δ, t) · u(δ), (10b)

for DT. Moreover, for any i, j ∈ I^{np}_0 , let η_{i,F}(s) ∈ R^{ny ×1} and θ_{i,j,F}(s) ∈ R^{ny ×nu} be such that

θ_F(s) = η_{0,F}(s) θ_{0,0,F}(s) · · · θ_{0,np ,F}(s) η_{1,F}(s) θ_{1,0,F}(s) · · · θ_{1,np ,F}(s) . . . . · · · . . η_{np ,F}(s) θ_{np,0,F}(s) · · · θ_{np,np,F}(s) .

Then g_F ⋄ p and h_F ⋄ p can be expressed via θ_F as

(g_F ⋄ p)(t) = ∑ i∈I^{np}_0 ∑ s∈S(I^{np}_0 ) p_i(t)η_{i,F}(s) · (w_s ⋄ p)(t, 0), (h_F ⋄ p)(δ, t) = ∑ i,j∈I^{np}_0 ∑ s∈S(I^{np}_0 ) θ_{i,j,F}(s)p_i(t)p_j (δ) · (w_s ⋄ p)(t, δ), (11)

in CT and, in DT,

(g_F ⋄ p)(t) = ∑ i∈I^{np}_0 s∈S(I^{np}_0 ) η_{i,F}(s)p_i(t) · (w_s ⋄ p)(t − 1, 0),

(h_F ⋄ p)(δ, t) = ∑ i,j∈I^{np}_0 s∈S(I^{np}_0 ) θ_{i,j,F}(s)p_i(t)p_j (δ) · (w_s ⋄ p)(t − 1, δ + 1). (12)

If F is clear from the context, then we drop the subscript F and we denote θ_F, θ_{i,j,F}, η_{i,F}, i, j ∈ I^{np}_0 , g_F ⋄ p, h_F ⋄ p by θ, θ_{i,j} , η_i g ⋄ p and h ⋄ p, respectively. The values of the function θ_F will be called the sub-Markov parameters of F.

Note that in DT, the sums appearing on the right-hand side of (12) are actually finite sums, as for |s| > t, w_s ⋄ p = 0. In the case of CT, however, the right-hand side of (11) is an infinite sum, which raises the question of its convergence. This question is addressed below.

Lemma 1. Assume θ_F satisfies the growth condition (9) for some K, R > 0. Then the infinite sum on the right-hand side of (11) is absolutely convergent.

The proof of Lemma 1 is presented in Appendix. Existence of an IIR of F implies that F is linear in u and can be represented as a convergent infinite sum of iterated integrals in CT, while, in DT, F is a homogeneous polynomial in {p_i(t)}^{np}_{i=1}. It is important to notice that, in CT, using the terminology of [41], the entries of g ⋄ p and h ⋄ p correspond to the generating series defined by the coordinates of the functions s → θ_{i,j} (s)p_i(t)p_j (τ) and s → η_i(s)p_i(t). Furthermore, the above definition of IIRs, in principle, corresponds to a specific case of IIR for general LPV systems defined for the DT case in [2]. Note that in [2] the use of an initial condition was avoided by assuming that the input-output function is asymptotically stable. The contribution in the definition proposed in the current paper is twofold: (i) it provides the concept of IIR for the CT case, (ii) it restricts the dependencies of the Markov parameters to the subclass that can results from the series expansion of LPV-SSA representations. As we will see, this will be crucial to decide when it is possible to derive a LPV- SSA realization of an input-output function. In turn, that result provides the basis for system identification with state-space model structures using static dependence only.

Example 2. To better explain the meaning of this definition, we demonstrate the underlying constructive mechanism by writing out the formulas explicitly for a single example. Assume that P = R, n_u = n_y = 1 and let F be an inputoutput function of the form (4) and assume it has an IIR. Then in DT, using that p_0(t) = 1 for all t ∈ T, (h_F ⋄ p)(2, 5) = θ_{0,0,F}(00) + p(4)θ_{0,0,F}(01) + · · · + p(2)p(5)p(3)θ_{1,1,F}(10) + p(2)p(5)p(3)p(4)θ_{1,1,F}(11) (g_F ⋄ p)(2) = η_{0,F}(00) + p_1(1)η_{0,F}(01) + p_1(0)η_{0,F}(10)+ p_1(0)p_1(1)η_{0,F}(11) + · · · + p_1(2)η_{1F}(00)+ p_1(2)p_1(1)η_{1,F}(01) + · · · p_1(2)p_1(0)p_1(1)η_{1,F}(11).

For CT, (h_F ⋄ p)(2, 5) = [θ_{0,0,F}(ϵ) + 3θ_{0,0,F}(0)+

+ · · · + θ_{0,0,F}(101)

∫_5 2 p(s_1) ∫_{s1} 2 ∫_{s2} 2 p(s_3)ds_3ds_2ds_1 + · · · ] + · · · + p(2)p(5)[θ_{1,1,F}(ϵ) + 3θ_{1,1,F}(0) + θ_{1,1,F}(1)

∫_5 2 p(s)ds+ + · · · + θ_{1,1,F}(101)

∫_5 2 p(s_1) ∫_{s1} 2 ∫_{s2} 2 p(s_3)ds_3ds_2ds_1 + · · · ]

(g_F ⋄ p)(2) = [η_{0,F}(ϵ) + 2η_{0,F}(0) + η_{0,F}(1)

∫_2 0 p(s)ds+ + · · · + η_{0,F}(101)

∫_2 0 p(s_1) ∫_{s1} 0 ∫_{s2} 0 p(s_3)ds_3ds_2ds_1 + · · · ]

+ p(2)[η_{1,F}(ϵ) + 2η_{1,F}(0) + η_{1,F}(1)

∫_2 0 p(s)ds + · · · + η_{1,F}(101)

∫_2 0 p(s_1) ∫_{s1} 0 ∫_{s2} 0 p(s_3)ds_3ds_2ds_1 + · · · ].

That is, in DT, (h_F ⋄ p)(2, 5) is a polynomial of p(2), p(3), p(4), p(5), and the degree of p(2), p(3), p(4), p(5) in each monomial is at most one. Moreover, θ_{i,j,F}(s_1s_2), for each i, j, s_1, s_2 ∈ {0, 1}, are the coefficients of this polynomial. In particular, only the components of the sub- Markov parameters the form θ_F(s), with s being of length 2, occur in (h_F ⋄ p)(2, 5). In contrast, in CT, (h_F ⋄ p)(2, 5) is an infinite sum of iterated integrals of p, all the components of the form θ_{i,j,F}(s), i, j = 0, 1, with s being a sequence of arbitrary length, occur in the expression for (h_F ⋄ p)(2, 5). The picture for (g_F ⋄ p)(2) is analogous.

Recall that for LTI systems, there is a one-to-one correspondence between input-output functions and IIRs (see, e.g., [42]). A similar result holds for those functions of the form (4) which admit an IIR.

Lemma 2 (Uniqueness of the IIR). If an input-output function F of the form (4) has an IIR, then the function θ_F is uniquely determined by F, i.e., if F̂ : U ×P → Y is another input-output function, which admits an IIR, then

F = F̂ ⇐⇒ θ_F = θ_{F̂}.

Moreover, there exists a unique extension F_e of F to U × P_e, where P_e = C_p(R^+_0 , R^{np} ) in CT or P_e = (R^{np} )^N in DT. The extension F_e also admits an IIR and θ_F = θ_{Fe} .

The proof of this result is given in the Appendix. This result not only yields a one-to-one correspondence between inputoutput maps and sub-Markov parameters, but it also tells us that the choice of scheduling space does not matter, since we can always extend an input-output function to a larger scheduling space or restrict it to a smaller one in a unique fashion. In particular, it will allow us to reduce realization theory of LPV-SSA representations to that of linear switched system, and use the results of [33], [34]. In the sequel, we will restrict our attention to input-output functions which admit an IIR in the previously defined form. This is not a serious restriction since any input-output function of a LPV- SSA representation always admits an IIR:

Lemma 3 (Existence of the IIR). The LPV-SSA representation Σ of the form (1) is a realization of an input-output function F of the form (4), if and only if, F has an IIR and, for all i, j ∈ I^{np}_0 , s ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ), this IIR is such that η_{i,F}(s) = C_iA_sx_o, (13a) θ_{i,j,F}(s) = C_iA_sB_j (13b)

where for s = ϵ, A_s denotes the identity matrix, and for s = s_1 · · · s_{n−1}s_n and s_1, . . . s_n ∈ I^{np}_0 , n > 0, A_s = A_{sn} A_{sn−1} · · · A_{s1} .

The proof of this result is given in the Appendix.

Remark 2 (Further intuition behind IIR representation). From the proof Lemma 3 it also follows that, if F is realized by an LPV-SSA representation Σ of the form (1) from the initial state x_o, for all τ ≤ t ∈ T, p ∈ P,

(g_F ⋄ p)(t) = { ]C(p(t))Φ_p(t − 1, 0)x_o DT

C(p(t))Φ_p(t, 0)x_o CT

(h_F ⋄ p)(τ, t) = { C(p(t))Φ_p(t, τ + 1)B(p(τ)) DT C(p(t))Φ_p(t, τ)B(p(τ)) CT Here Φ_p(t, τ) is the fundamental matrix of the time-varying linear system ξx(t) = A(p(t))x(t), i.e. Φ_p(τ, τ) = I_{nx} and

for all τ ≤ t ∈ T, d dt Φ_p(t, τ) = A(p(t))Φ_p(t, τ) in CT and Φ_p(t + 1, τ) = A(p(t))Φ_p(t, τ) in DT.

B. State-space realization theory for affine dependence Below, we present a novel Kalman-style realization theory for LPV-SSA representations, which, in our opinion, opens the door for the development of a new generation of state-space identification, model reduction and control methodologies.

Theorem 1 (Minimality, weak sense). An LPV-SSA representation Σ is minimal w.r.t. a given initial state x_o ∈ X, if and only if, Σ is span-reachable from x_o and Σ is observable. If Σ is an LPV-SSA representation which is minimal w.r.t. some initial state x_0, and Σ^′ is an LPV-SSA representation which is minimal w.r.t. some initial state x^′_0, and Σ and Σ^′ are weakly input-output equivalent w.r.t the initial states x_0 and x^′_0, then Σ and Σ^′ are isomorphic.^1

The proof of this result is given in the Appendix. Another, equivalent way to state Theorem 1 is as follows:

Theorem 2 (Minimal realizations, alternative statement). Assume F is an input-output map of the form (4). If an LPV-SSA Σ is a realization of F from the initial state x_o, then Σ is a minimal realization of F if and only if Σ is observable and span-reachable from x_o. Any two minimal LPV-SSA realizations of F are isomorphic.

If we restrict our attention to the case of zero initial state, then Theorem 1 can be restated as follows: an LPV-SSA representation is minimal w.r.t. zero initial state, if and only if it is observable and span-reachable from zero. Any two LPV- SSA representations which are minimal and weakly inputoutput equivalent w.r.t. the zero initial state (i.e., which induce the same input-output function from the zero initial state and which are both minimal realizations of this input-output function from zero), are isomorphic. Another consequence of Theorem 1 is that weak input-output equivalence of two LPV-SSA representations with respect to some initial states implies strong input-output equivalence of these representations, provided that both representations are minimal w.r.t. the designated initial states. This follows by noticing that these LPV-SSA representations are isomorphic, and hence they are

1In fact, with the notation of Definition 5, we can show that there exists a matrix T such that in addition to (6), T x_0 = x^′_0 holds. See the discussion after the proof of Theorem 1 in Appendix.

strongly equivalent. This opens up the possibility to deal with strong minimality. Let us call an LPV-SSA Σ strongly minimal, if Σ is minimal w.r.t. all x_o ∈ X.

Theorem 3 (Minimality, strong sense). An LPV-SSA representation Σ is strongly minimal, ⇐⇒ it is minimal w.r.t. 0 ⇐⇒ it is observable and span-reachable from the zero initial state. Any two strongly minimal and strongly inputoutput equivalent LPV-SSA representations are isomorphic. In addition, two strongly minimal LPV-SSA representations are weakly input-output equivalent w.r.t. to some initial states if and only if they are strongly input-output equivalent.

The proof of Theorem 3 is presented in the Appendix. Theorem 3 implies that LPV-SSA representations which are minimal w.r.t. the zero initial state have particularly nice properties. Note that it is perfectly possible for an LPV-SSA representation to be minimal w.r.t. some initial state, and not to be minimal w.r.t. the zero initial state.

A remarkable observation is that, similarly to the linear time-invariant case, rank conditions for observability and reachability can be obtained to verify state minimality for LPV-SSA, which is not the case for general LPV-SS representations (see [3]). To this end, let us recall the definition of the extended reachability and observability matrices for LPV- SSA representations (see, e.g., [1]). Let Σ be an LPV-SSA representation of the form (1)-(2) with D(·) ≡ 0.

Definition 9 (Ext. reachability & observability matrices). For an initial state x_o, the n-step extended reachability matrices R_n of Σ from x_o, n ∈ N, are defined recursively as follows

R_0 = [ x_o B_0 · · · B_{np} ] , (14a) R_{n+1} = [ R_n A_0R_n · · · A_{np} R_n ] , (14b)

The extended n-step observability matrices O_n of Σ, n ∈ N, are given as

O_0 = [ C^⊤_0 · · · C^⊤_{np} ]_⊤ , (15a)

O_{n+1} = [ O^⊤_n A^⊤_0 O^⊤_n · · · A^⊤_{np} O^⊤_n ]_⊤ . (15b)

It is not difficult to show that Im{R_{nx−1}} = ∞∑ i=0 Im{R_i}, (16a)

and R_∗ := Im{R_{nx−1}} is the smallest subspace of R^{nx} such that x_o ∈ R_∗, ImB_i ⊆ R_∗, i ∈ I^{np}_0 and invariant in the sense: A_iR_∗ ⊆ R_∗, ∀i ∈ I^{np}_0 . Similarly,

Ker{O_{nx−1}} = ∞⋂ i=0 Ker{O_i}, (16b)

and hence O_∗ := Ker{O_{nx−1}} is the largest subspace of R^{nx} such that O_∗ ⊆ Ker{C_i} and A_iO_∗ ⊆ O_∗, ∀i ∈ I^{np}_0 . Note that while the extended reachability matrices are defined from a particular initial state, the extended observability matrices do not depend on the choice of the initial state.

Theorem 4 (Rank conditions). The LPV-SSA representation Σ is span-reachable from x_o, if and only if rank(R_{nx−1}) = n_x. Σ is observable, if and only if rank(O_{nx−1}) = n_x.

The proof is given in the Appendix. This Theorem directly leads to algorithms for reachability, observability and minimality reduction of LPV-SSA models. These algorithms are similar as those for linear switched systems (see, e.g., [33], [34]).

Procedure 1 (Reachability reduction). Let rank(R_{nx−1}) = r and choose a basis {b_i}^{nx}_{i=1} ⊂ R^{nx} such that Span{b_1, . . . , b_r} = Im{R_{nx−1}}. In the new basis, the matrices {A_i, B_i, C_i}^{np}_{i=0} become

Â_i = [ A^R_i A^′_i 0 A^{′′}_i ] , B̂_i = [ B^R_i 0 ] , (17a)

Ĉ_i = [C^R_i C^′_i ] , x̂_o = [ x^R_o 0 ] , (17b)

where A^R_i ∈ R^{r×r} , B^R_i ∈ R^{r×nu} , and C^R_i ∈ R^{ny ×r}. Define Σ^R = (P, {A^R_i , B^R_i , C^R_i }^{np}_{i=0}). Then Σ^R is span-reachable from x^R_0 and Σ and Σ^R are weakly input-output equivalent w.r.t. x_o and x^R_o , i.e. Y_{Σ,xo} = Y_ΣR_{,x}R_o .

Intuitively, Σ^R is obtained from Σ by restricting the dynamics and the output function of Σ to the subspace Im{R_{nx−1}}.

Procedure 2 (Observability reduction). Let rank(O_{nx −1}) = o and choose a basis {b_i}^{nx}_{i=1} ⊂ R^{nx} such that Span{b_{o+1}, . . . , b_{nx} } = Ker{O_{nx−1}}. In the new basis, the matrices {A_i, B_i, C_i}^{np}_{i=0} become

Â_i = [ A^O_i 0 A^′_i A^{′′}_i ] , B̂_i = [ B^O_i B^′_i ] , (18a)

Ĉ_i = [C^O_i 0] , x̂_o = [ x^O_o x^′_o ] , (18b)

where A^O_i ∈ R^{o×o} , B^O_i ∈ R^{o×nu} and C^O_i ∈ R^{ny ×o}. Define Σ^O = (P, {A^O_i , B^O_i , C^O_i }^{np}_{i=0}). Then, any x^O_o ∈ R^o is observable, and Σ and Σ^O are weakly input-output equivalent w.r.t. x_o and x^O_o , i.e. Y_{Σ,xo} = Y_ΣO_{,x}O_o .

Intuitively, Σ^O is obtained from Σ by merging any two states x_1, x_2 of Σ, for which O_{nx−1}x_1 = O_{nx−1}x_2.

Procedure 3 (Minimal representation). Given an LPV-SSA representation Σ and an initial state x_o ∈ R^{nx} . Using Procedure 1, transform Σ w.r.t. x_o to a span reachable Σ^R. Subsequently, transform Σ^R w.r.t. x^R_o to an observable Σ^M with x^M_o using Procedure 2. Then, Σ^M is a minimal LPV-SSA w.r.t. x^M_o and Σ^M is weakly input-output equivalent to Σ w.r.t. initial states x^M_o and x_o.

Procedures 1 – 2 can be combined to yield a Kalmandecomposition as follows.

Procedure 4 (Kalman decomposition). Consider an LPV-SSA Σ of the form (1) and an initial state x_0 ∈ R^{nx} . Choose a basis {b_i}^{nx}_{i=1} ⊂ R^{nx} such that Span{b_1, . . . , b_r}=Im{R_{nx−1}} and Span{b_{rm+1}, . . . , b_r}=(Im{R_{nx−1}} ∩ ker{O_{nx−1}}) for some r, r_m ≥ 0. Define T = [ b_1 b_2 . . . b_{nx} ]_{−1} , and let Â_i = T A_iT −1, B̂_i = T B_i, Ĉ_i = C_iT −1, i ∈ I^{np}_0 , x̂_o = T x_o.

Then

Â_i=

A^m_i 0 A^{′′}_i A^′_i Â^′ A^{′′′}_i 0 0 A^{′′′′}_i , B̂_i= B^m_i B^′_i 0 , Ĉ_i= (C^m_i )^⊤ 0 (C^′_i )^⊤ ⊤ , x̂_o= [ (x^m_o )^⊤ x̄^⊤_o 0 ]_⊤ , (19)

where A^m_i ∈ R^{rm ×rm} , B^m_i ∈ R^{rm ×nu} , and C^m_i ∈ R^{ny ×rm} , x^m_o ∈ R^{rm} , and A^{′′′}_i ∈ R^{(n−r)×(n−r)} , A^′_i ∈ R^{(r−rm )×rm} , A^{′′}_i ∈ R^{rm ×(n−r)}, A^{′′′}_i ∈ R^{(r−rm )×(n−r)}, Â′ ∈ R(r−rm )×(r−rm), B′_i ∈ R(r−rm )×nu , C′_i ∈ Rny ×(n−r). Clearly, Σ̂ = (P, {Â_i, B̂_i, Ĉ_i, 0}^{np}_{i=0}) is isomorphic to Σ and can be viewed as its Kalman-decomposition of Σ.

Corollary 1. The LPV-SSA Σ^m = (P, {A^m_i , B^m_i , C^m_i , 0}^{np}_{i=0}) is a minimal realization of F = Y_{Σ,x0} from the intial state x^m_o .

The proof of Corollary 1 is presented in Appendix. In order to demonstrate what the corresponding spanreachable and observable representations really describe let fix the scheduling trajectory p ∈ P. Then, the LPV-SSA representation Σ is equivalent with a a linear time-varying (LTV) representation ξx(t) = A(t)x(t) + B(t)u(t), (20a) y(t) = C(t)x(t) + D(t)u(t), (20b) where A(t) := A(p(t)), . . . , D(t) := D(p(t)). Let us introduce the following definitions:

Definition 10 (Regularity certificate). Let Σ be an LPV- SSA representation of the form (1). It satisfies the regularity certificate if 1) P is convex with non-empty interior; 2) in DT, the matrix A(p̄) is invertible for all p̄ ∈ P.

Theorem 5 (Implication of observability). Let Σ be an observable LPV-SSA representation of the form (1) such that Σ satisfies the regularity certificate. There is at least one scheduling trajectory p_o ∈ P and t_o > 0 such that for any two states x_1, x_2 of Σ, Y_{Σ,x1} = Y_{Σ,x2} if and only if

Y_{Σ,x1} (0, p_o)(τ) = Y_{Σ,x2} (0, p_o)(τ), ∀τ ∈ [0, t_o].

In CT, p_o can be chosen to be analytic.

The proof is given in the Appendix. We will call such a p_o to be a revealing scheduling trajectory on [0, t_o].

Corollary 2 (Observability revealing). If Σ is observable and it satisfies the regularity certificate, then there exists a revealing p_o ∈ P and a t_o > 0, such that the LTV representation associated with Σ and p_o is completely observable on [0, t_o].

By duality, the following holds true:

Corollary 3 (Reachability revealing). If Σ is span-reachable from x_o = 0 and Σ satisfies the regularity certificate, then there exists exists a revealing p_r ∈ P and a t_r > 0, such that the LTV representation associated with Σ and p_r is completely controllable on [0, t_r].

Notice that LPV-SSA representations can be viewed as a subclass of LPV state-space representations according to [2].

Theorem 6 presented below allows us to relate the minimality concept of Definition 6 with the concept of minimality defined in [2]. Notice that these two definitions of minimality are not a-priori the same. Recall from [2, Definition 3.37, 3.34] the definition of structural reachability and structural observability. Recall from [2] that minimal state-space realizations are structurally observable and structurally reachable.

Theorem 6 (Implication of structural properties). If Σ satisfies the regularity certificate, then

• if it is observable, then it is structurally state-observable. • if is span-reachable from x_o = 0, then it is structurally state reachable.

Corollary 4 (Joint minimality). If Σ satisfies the regularity certificate and it is weakly minimal w.r.t. x_o = 0, then Σ is also jointly state minimal in the sense of [2].

Finally, we can supply the necessary and sufficient conditions for the existence of an LPV-SSA realization for a given input-output function. These conditions and the resulting realization algorithm will utilize the previously introduced concept of IIR and the corresponding Markov parameters. More precisely, this characterization will be achieved by constructing a Hankel matrix from the Markov parameters and by proving that F has an LPV-SSA realization if and only if the rank of the aforementioned Hankel-matrix is finite. Note that in general, the existence of an IIR and the corresponding Markov parameters for a given input-output function F, are only necessary for the existence of a finite order LPV-SSA representation.

In order to define the Hankel-matrix of F, a lexicographic ordering on the set S(I^{np}_0 ) (all possible sequences of the scheduling dependence) must be introduced.

Definition 11 (Ordering of sequences). Recall that I^{np}_0 = {0, · · · , n_p}. Then, the lexicographic ordering ≺ on S(I^{np}_0 ) can be defined as follows. For any s, r ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ), r ≺ s holds if either (i) |r| < |s| (smaller length), or (ii) 0 < |r| = |s| = n, and the following holds

r = r_1 · · · r_n, s = s_1 · · · s_n, r_i, s_j ∈ I^{np}_0 (21)

and for some l ∈ {1, · · · , n}, r_l < s_l with the usual ordering of integers and r_i = s_i for i = 1, . . . , l − 1.

Note that ≺ is a complete ordering on S(I^{np}_0 ), i.e., all sequences s^{(i)} ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ) are ordered as ϵ = s^{(0)} ≺ s^{(1)} ≺ s^{(2)} . . .. Furthermore, for all s, r ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ), s ≺ sr if r ≠ ϵ. Then, the so called Hankel-matrix of F both in CT and DT can be defined as follows.

Definition 12 (Hankel matrix). Consider the input-output function F which has an IIR. The Hankel-matrix H_F associated with F is defined as the infinite matrix

H_F = θ_F(s^{(0)}s^{(0)}) θ_F(s^{(1)}s^{(0)}) · · · θ_F(s^{(τ )}s^{(0)}) · · · θ_F(s^{(0)}s^{(1)}) θ_F(s^{(1)}s^{(1)}) · · · θ_F(s^{(τ )}s^{(1)}) · · · θ_F(s^{(0)}s^{(2)}) θ_F(s^{(1)}s^{(2)}) · · · θ_F(s^{(τ )}s^{(2)}) · · · . . . . · · · . . · · · where a n_y(n_p + 1) × (n_u(n_p + 1) + 1) block of H_F in the block row i and block column j equals the Markov-parameter θ(s), where s = s^{(j)}s^{(i)} ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ) is the concatenation of the sequences s^{(i)} and s^{(j)}.

Theorem 7 (Existence of realization). An input-output function F of the form (4) has a LPV-SSA realization, if and only if F has an IIR and

rank(H_F) = n_F < ∞. (22)

Any minimal LPV-SSA realization of F has a state dimension which equal to n_F.

The proof is given in the Appendix. Note that this is an important point to clarify two things:

• Not all input-output functions of the form (4) will have an IIR and hence an LPV-SSA realization. In that case, state-space realization can be only available with a more general form of coefficient dependence, e.g., rational, dynamic, etc.

• The dimension n_F of a minimal LPV-SSA realization of F can be larger than the dimension of an LPV statespace realization which allows dynamic dependence of the state-matrices on the scheduling signal.

An important application of Theorem 7 is the proof of correctness of the Ho-Kalman-like realization algorithm for LPV-SSA forms, e.g., in [1] and the validity of the underlying assumptions of LPV subspace schemes [16], [19], [43]. Notice that similar results have been shown for linear switched systems in [32]–[34].

Let us complete our results by briefly reviewing the Ho- Kalman-like realization algorithm for LPV-SSA forms. For the sequence set S(I^{np}_0 ) and a given n ∈ N, let Car_n(S(I^{np}_0 )) be the number of all sequences s ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ) with length at most n, i.e., |s| ≤ n. Due to the properties of the lexicographic ordering, it follows that if N = Car_n(S(I^{np}_0 )), then {s^{(0)}, . . . , s^{(N)}} = {s ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ) | |s| ≤ n}. (23) For a given n, m ∈ N, now we can denote by H_F(n, m) the Nn_y(n_p +1)×M(n_u(n_p +1)+1) upper-left sub-matrix of H_F with N = Car_n(S(I^{np}_0 )) and M = Car_m(S(I^{np}_0 )). Consider a LPV-SSA Σ and pick an initial state x_o ∈ R^{nx} of Σ. Let O_n be the n-step extended observability matrix of Σ and let R_m be the m-step extended reachability matrix of Σ w.r.t. x_o. Then, the Hankel matrix H_{YΣ,xo} of Σ can be obtained from O_nR_m by rearranging its rows and columns This observation can be used to derive a Kalman-Ho-like realization algorithm. This algorithm is presented in Algorithm 1.

In order to explain the properties of the LSS-SSA returned by Algorithm 1, we introduce the notion of a partial realization.

Definition 13 (Partial realization). Let F be an input-output function admitting an IIR, and let H_F be its Hankel matrix as defined in Definition 12. The LPV-SSA Σ is an nmoment partial realization of F from the initial state x_o, if ∀s ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ), |s| ≤ n : θ_F(s) = θ_{YΣ,xo} (s). We say that Σ is a n-moment partial realization of F, if there exists an initial

Algorithm 1 Ho-Kalman realization Require: size parameters n, m ∈ N with m = n + 1, a Hankel matrix H_F(n, m) for an input-output function F.

1: Singular value decomposition (SVD) of H_F(n, m): H_F(n, m) = USV^⊤ where S is block diagonal with strictly positive elements.

2: Let Ô = US^{1/2} and R̂ = S^{1/2}V^⊤ with H_F(n, m) = ÔR̂.

3: Let R̄ be the first Car_n(S(I^{np}_0 ))n_u(n_p + 1) columns of R̂. 4: Let R̃_i = [ R^{(s0)i)} · · · R^{(s(N )i)} ], where N = Car_n(S(I^{np}_0 )) and R̂ = [ R^{(s(0) )} · · · R^{(s(M ) )} ] is a partitioning of R̂ such that M = Car_m(S(I^{np}_0 )) and each n_x ×(n_u(n_p +1)+1) block R^{(s(i) )} is associated with s^{(i)} in S(I^{np}_0 ). Note that R̃_i can be viewed as the matrix composed of some left-shifted blocks of R̂.

5: return : Σ = {A_i, B_i, C_i, 0}^{np}_{i=0} and x_o such that • [xo B0 · · · Bn_p ]: the first n_u(n_p + 1) + 1 columns of R̂ • [ C^⊤_0 C^⊤_1 · · · C^⊤_{np} ]_⊤ : the first n_y(n_p + 1) rows of Ô, • A_i = R̃_iR̄^† where R̄^† is the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse.

state x_o ∈ X such that Σ is an n-moment partial realization of F from x_o.

That is, an LPV-SSA Σ is a n-moment partial realization of F from x_0 if Σ recreates the first N = Car_n(S(I^{np}_0 )) values of the sub-Markov parameters of F. Here, we order the values according to the lexicographic ordering of the arguments. Recall that in DT, the response F(u, p)(t) is a polynomial function of {p(s), u(s)}^t_{s=0} whose coefficients are the sub- Markov parameters. Similarly, in CT, F(u, p)(t) is an infinite sum of iterated integrals of p, u on [0, t], such that the sub- Markov parameters are the coefficients of these iterated integrals. Hence, if some of the sub-Markov parameters of F and Y_{Σ,xo} coincide, the intuitively, the values of F and of Y_{Σ,xo} should be close. In fact, if Σ is an n-moment partial realization of F from x_o, then in DT, F(u, p)(t) = Y_{Σ,xo} (u, p)(t) for all t = 0, . . . , n − 1, p ∈ P, u ∈ U. The LPV-SSA returned by Algorithm 1 can then be characterized as follows.

Theorem 8. Let F be an input-output function and assume that F admits a IIR. Let Σ and x_o be the LPV-SSA and initial state respectively returned by Algorithm 1. Then the following holds.

• Σ is a n-moment partial realization of F from x_o. • If rank H_F(n, n) = rank H_F(n + 1, n) = rank H_F(n, n + 1), then Σ is a 2n + 1-moment partial realization of F from x_o.

• If rank H_F(n, n) = rankH_F, then Σ is a minimal realization of F from x_o.

• The condition rank H_F(n, n) = rank H_F holds if there exists an LPV-SSA realization of F of dimension at most n + 1.

That is, Algorithm 1 returns a minimal LPV-SSA realization of F, if n is large enough. Otherwise, it returns a partial realization. Note that Algorithm 1 may return a 2n + 1 partial realization, even if F is not a realizable by an LPV-SSA representation.

V. CONCLUSIONS We have presented a fairly complete realization theory for LPV-SSA representations. We have also compared the obtained results with those of [22]. Note that unlike [22], we did not use the language of the behavioral approach, focusing instead on input-output functions. A behavioral theory in the style of [22] remains a topic of further research. Important directions for future research include application of the obtained results to systems identification and model reduction of LPV-SSA representations.

APPENDIX A. Proof of the results on IIR

In this section, we will prove Lemma 2 and Lemma 3. However, in order to present the proofs of these results for the CT case, we will have to recall from [41], [44] some technical facts on generating series (Fliess series) and their input-output functions. These facts will be used later on in several proofs. To begin with, a generating series over Q is a function c : S(I^{np}_0 ) → R such that there exists K, R > 0 which satisfies ∀s ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ) : |c(s)| ≤ KR^{|s|}. Let us apply Definition 7 for all s ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ) and p ∈ C_p(R^+_0 , R^{np} ) to define (w_s ⋄ p)(t, τ) in CT. Then define the function F_c : C_p(R^+_0 , R^{np} ) → C_p(R^+_0 , R) generated by a generating series c as F_c(p)(t) = ∑ v∈S(I^{np}_0 ) c(v)(wv ⋄ p)(t, 0) In the

sequel, by abuse of notation, following the established tradition of [41], [44] we will denote F_c(p) by F_c[p]. From [41] it follows that F_c is well defined. Note that the growth condition ∀s ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ) : |c(s)| ≤ KR^{|s|} is necessary for F_c[u] to be well defined.

In the sequel, we will extend the definition of generating series to include matrix and vector valued series. To this end, we define a generating series as a function c : S(I^{np}_0 ) → R^{nr ×nl} for some integers n_l, n_r > 0, such that there exists K, R > 0: ∀v ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ) : ||c(v)||_F ≤ KR^{|v|}. Here, ||.||_F denotes the Frobenius norm for matrices. It is clear that using any other standard matrix norm would yield an equivalent definition. If n_l = 1, then c is just a vector valued generating series. It is easy to see that c is a generating series according to the above definition, if and only if each entry of c is a generating series in the sense of [41].

Hence, we can define F_c : C_p(R^+_0 , R^{np} ) → C_p(R^+_0 , R^{nr ×nl} ) as F_c[u](t) = ∑ v∈S(I^{np}_0 ) c(v)(wv ⋄ p)(t, 0), where the infinite

summation is understood in the usually topology of matrices. Clearly, if c_{i,j} denotes the (i, j)th component of c, c_{i,j} is a generating series in the classical sense and F_{ci,j} [p](t) equals the (i, j)th entry of the matrix F_c[p](t), i = 1, . . . , n_r, j = 1, . . . , n_l. Although generating series were originally defined for CT, by a slight abuse of terminology, we will use them for the DT case as well. This will allow us to unify the terminology. That is, a function c : S(I^{np}_0 ) → R^{nr ×nl} will be called a generating series, and the input-output function generated by c will be defined as the function F_c : (R^{np} )^N → Y = Y^N such that F_c(p)(t) = ∑ v∈S(I^{np}_0 ) c(v)(wv ⋄ p)(t − 1, 0) = ∑ q_1 ···q_t ∈I^{np}_0 c(q1 · · · qt)pq1 (0) · · · pqt (t − 1). Similarly to the

CT case, by abuse of notation, following the established tradition of [41], [44] we will denote F_c(p) by F_c[p]. Notice that for the DT case, we do not have to require the growth condition ||c(v)||_F ≤ KR^{|v|}, v ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ) to hold, in order for F_c[p] to be well-defined.

Note that the function F_c is defined on C_p(R^+_0 , R^{np} ) in CT and (R^{np} )^N in DT. Recall that P denotes C_p(R^+_0 , P) in CT, and it denotes (P)^N in DT. Hence, in general, P is a proper subset of the domain of definition F_c. However, if P contains an affine basis, then the restriction of F_c to P determines c uniquely.

Lemma 4. In CT and DT the following holds. Assume that P ⊆ R^{np} contains an affine basis of R^{np} . Then for any two generating series c_1, c_2,

(∀p ∈ P : F_{c1} [p] = F_{c2} [p]) =⇒ c_1 = c_2.

Note that for P = R^{np} and CT, the statement of Lemma 4 is a well-known, see [45], [46].

Proof: For i = 1, 2 and integer k > 0 define the map G_{i,k} on R^{np k} by G_{i,k}(p_1, . . . , p_k) = ∑ q_1 ···q_k ∈I^{np}_0 c_i(q_1 · · · q_k)p_{1,q1} · · · p_{k,qk} ,

where p_{l,0} = 1 and p_l = (p_{l,1}, . . . , p_{l,np} )^T ∈ R^{np} , l = 1, . . . , k. We will show that if F_{c1} [p] = F_{c2} [p] for all p ∈ P, then G_{1,k}(p_1, . . . , p_k) = G_{2,k}(p_1, . . . , p_k) for all p_1, . . . , p_k ∈ P, and for all k > 0.

For DT, notice that F_{ci} [p](k) = G_{i,k} (p(0), . . . , p(k − 1)) for all p ∈ P, k > 0, hence in this case, clearly ∀p ∈ P : F_{c1} [p] = F_{c2} [p] implies G_{1,k}(p_1, . . . , p_k) = G_{2,k}(p_1, . . . , p_k) for all p_1, . . . , p_k ∈ P, and for all k > 0.

For CT, consider a piecewise-constant p ∈ P, i.e. assume that there exists 0 < t_1, · · · , t_k ∈ R, such that p(s) = p_i ∈ P, s ∈ [ ∑_{i−1} j=1 t_i, ∑_i j=1 t_i), i = 1, . . . , k. From [45, Lemma 2.1] and Lemma 5 it then follows that F_{ci} [t_1 + · · · + t_k], i = 1, 2 are analytic functions of t_1, . . . , t_k, and ∂^k ∂t_1, . . . , ∂t_k F_{ci} [p](t_1 + · · · + t_k)|_{t1 =···=tk =0} = = G_{i,k}(p_1, . . . , p_k) (24)

If ∀p ∈ P : F_{c1} [p] = F_{c2} [p], then^{∂k}_{∂t1,...,∂tk} F_{c1} [p](t_1 + · · · + t_k)|_{t1 =···=tk =tk+1=0} =^{∂k}_{∂t1,...,∂tk} F_{c2} [p](t_1 + · · · + t_k)|_{t1=···=tk =0}, for any piecewise-constant p ∈ P, and hence by (24), G_{1,k}(p_1, . . . , p_k) = G_{2,k}(p_1, . . . , p_k) for all p_1, . . . , p_k ∈ P, To conclude the proof, we show that G_{1,k}(p_1, . . . , p_k) = G_{2,k}(p_1, . . . , p_k) for all p_1, . . . , p_k ∈ P, and for all k > 0 implies that c_1 = c_2. Notice that c_i(q_1 · · · q_k) = G_{i,k}(e_{q1} · · · e_{qk} ) for all q_1, . . . , q_k ∈ I^{np}_0 , where e_0 = 0 and e_i is the ith standard basis vector of R^{np} . Consider an affine basis B = {b_0, . . . , b_{np} } ⊆ P of R^{np} . Then e_i = ∑_{np} j=0 λ_{i,j} b_j for some λ_{i,j} ∈ R, j ∈ I^{np}_0 such that ∑_{np} j=0 λ_{i,j} = 1 for all i ∈ I^{np}_0 . Hence, G_{i,k}(e_{q1} , . . . , e_{qk} ) = ∑_{np} l_1 =0 · · · ∑_{np} l_k =0 λq1 ,l1 · · · λqk ,lk Gi,k(bl1 , . . . , blk ) for i =

1, 2 and all q_1, . . . , q_k ∈ I^{np}_0 . Since for all q_1, . . . , q_k ∈ I^{np}_0 , G_{1,k}(b_{q1} , . . . , b_{qk} ) = G_{2,k}(b_{q1} , . . . , b_{qk} ), as b_{q1} , . . . , b_{qk} ∈ P, it then follows that c_1(q_1 · · · q_k) = G_{1,k}(e_{q1} , . . . , e_{qk} ) = G_{2,k}(e_{q1} , . . . , e_{qk} ) = c_2(q_1 · · · q_k). Since q_1, . . . , q_k ∈ I^{np}_0 and k > 0 are arbitrary, the claim of the lemma follows.

Let F be an input-output function which admits a IIR, and recall from Definition 8 the definition of the functions η_{i,F} : S(I^{np}_0 ) ∋ v → η_{i,F}(v) ∈ R^{np} , θ_{i,j,F} : S(I^{np}_0 ) ∋ v → θ_{i,j,F}(v) ∈ R^{ny ×nu} , i, j ∈ I^{np}_0 . These functions can be viewed as generating series and hence the corresponding functions F_{θi,j,F} F_{ηi,F} are well defined, and their domain contains P.

Proof of Lemma 1: From the discussion above it follows that ∑ s∈S(I^{np}_0 ) ηi,F(s) · (ws ⋄ p)(t, 0) = Fηi,F [p](t) and ∑ s∈S(I^{np}_0 ) θi,j,F(s)pj (δ)·(ws ⋄p)(t, δ) = Fθq,r,F [q τ (p)](t−τ), and that the growth condition (9) implies that these infinite sums are absolutely convergent.

The proof of Lemma 1 in fact can be generalized to yield the following.

Lemma 5. If F admits a IIR, then for all p ∈ P, for all t, τ ∈ T, τ ≤ t, (g_F ⋄ p)(t) = ∑ i∈I^{np}_0 p_i(t)F_{ηi,F} [p](t) (h_F ∘ p)(τ, t) = { ∑ q,r∈I^{np}_0 pr(τ)pq (t)Fθq,r,F [q τ (p)](t − τ), CT ∑ q,r∈I^{np}_0 pr(τ)pq (t)Fθq,r,F [q τ +1(p)](t − τ − 1) DT

Recall that for any τ ∈ T, (q^τ p)(t) = p(δ + τ) for all t ∈ T.

Proof of Lemma 2: It is easy to see that if θ_F = θ_{F̂}, then F̂ = F. Therefore, we concentrate on proving that F̂ = F implies θ_F = θ_{F̂}.

If F = F̂, then g_F ⋄ p = F(0, p) = F̂(0, p) = g_{F̂} ⋄ p for all p ∈ P Using this and (10) it then follows that F = F̂ implies that for all u ∈ U, p ∈ P, and t ∈ T, ∫_t 0 (h_F ⋄p)(δ, t)u(δ)dδ = ∫_t 0 (h_{F̂} ⋄ p)(δ, t)u(δ)dδ for CT, and ∑_{t−1} δ=0(h_F ⋄ p)(δ, t)u(δ) = ∑_{t−1} δ=0(h_{F̂} ⋄ p)(δ, t)u(δ) for DT.

For DT, one can choose u such that u(δ) = e_j for some δ ∈ [0, t−1] and u(s) = 0 for all s ≠ δ ∈ [0, t−1], j = 1, . . . , n_u. Using this remark for all δ = 0, 1, . . . , t − 1 successively, it follows that ∑_{t−1} s=0(h_F ⋄p)(s, t)u(s) = ∑_{t−1} s=0(h_F ⋄p)(s, t)u(s) implies that (h_F ⋄ p)(δ, t) = (h_{F̂} ⋄ p)(δ, t) for all δ ∈ [0, t].

For CT, from [37, Theorem 9.3,Chapter 11] it follows that ∫_t 0 (h_F ⋄ p)(δ, t)u(δ)dδ = ∫_t 0 (h_{F̂} ⋄ p)(δ, t)u(δ)dδ for all u ∈ U implies that (h_F ⋄ p)(δ, t) = (h_F ⋄ p)(δ, t) for almost all δ ∈ [0, t] and all t ∈ R_+ . Note that by [44, Lemma 2.2] F_{θi,j,F} , F_{θi,j,F̂} are continuous functions. Hence, if p is continous at 0 from the right, then by Lemma 5, (h_F ⋄ p)(δ, t), (h_F ⋄ p)(δ, t) are continous at δ = 0 from the right, and therefore (h_F ⋄ p)(δ, t) = (h_F ⋄ p)(δ, t) for almost all δ ∈ [0, t] implies (h_F ⋄ p)(0, t) = (h_F ⋄ p)(0, t).

That is, if F = F̂, then,

∀p ∈ P : g_F ⋄ p = g_{F̂} ⋄ p ∀p ∈ P_c, ∀t ∈ T : (h_F ⋄ p)(0, t) = (h_{F̂} ⋄ p)(0, t), (25) where in DT P_c = P and in CT P_c is the set of all p ∈ P which are contiuous at 0 from the right. For a fixed p ∈ P, t ∈ T define the maps G_{p,t} : R^{np} → R^{ny} H_{p,t} : R^{np} ×R^{np} → R^{ny ×nu} by G_{p,t}(x) = n_p∑

i=0 x_i(F_{ηi,F} [p](t) − F_{ηi,F̂} [p](t))

H_{p,t}(x, x̄) = n_p∑

q,r=0 x_rx̂_q (F_{θq,r,F} [p](t) − F_{θq,r,F̂} [p](t)) for x = (x_1, . . . , x_{np} )^T , x̄ = (x̄_1, . . . , x̄_{np} )^T , and x_0 = x̄_0 = 1. We will show that (25) implies that for any p ∈ P, t ∈ T, ∀b, b̂ ∈ P : G_{p,t}(b) = 0, H_{p,t}(b, b̂) = 0 (26) Assume that (26) holds for all b, b̂ ∈ P and for any p ∈ P. Let v_0, . . . , v_{np} be elements of P which form an affine basis of R^{np} . Then for any x ∈ R^{np} , x̄ ∈ R^{np} there exist λ_j , μ_j ∈ R, j ∈ I^{np}_0 , such that ∑_{np} j=0 λ_j = 1, ∑_{np} j=0 μ_j = 1 and x = ∑_{np} j=0 λ_j v_j , x̄ = ∑_{np} j=0 μ_j v_j . Since v_0, . . . , v_{np} belong to P, then by (26), G_{p,t}(v_{j1} ) = 0, H_{p,t}(v_{j1} , v_{j2} ) = 0, for all j_1, j_2 ∈ I^{np}_0 . Hence, by a direct calculation it follows that G_{p,t}(x) = G_{p,t}( ∑_{np} j=0 λ_j v_j ) = ∑_{np} j=0 λ_j G_{p,t}(v_j ) = 0 and H_{p,t}(x, x̄) = H_{p,t}( ∑_{np} j=0 λ_j v_j , ∑_{np} j=0 μ_j v_j ) = ∑_{np} j_1 ,j_2 =0 λj1 μj2 Hp,t(vj1 , vj2 ) = 0. Since x, x̄ are arbitrary,

it then follows that H_{p,t} = 0, G_{p,t} = 0, and the latter implies that F_{ηi,F} [p](t) = F_{ηi,F̂} [p](t)), F_{θi,k,F} [p](t) = F_{θi,k,F̂} [p](t)) for all i, j ∈ I^{np}_0 . Indeed, G_{p,t}(0) = F_{η0,F} [p](t) − F_{η0,F̂} [p](t)) = 0, H_{p,t}(0) = (F_{θ0,0,F} [p](t) − F_{θ0,0,F̂} [p](t)) =

0, and dG_{p,t}(x) dx_i = F_{ηi,F} [p](t) − F_{ηi,F̂} [p](t)) = 0, dH_{p,t}(x) dx_j |_{x=0} = (F_{θ0,i,F} [p](t) − F_{θ0,i,F̂} [p](t)) = 0, dH_{p,t}(x) dx_idx_k = (F_{θi,k,F} [p](t) − F_{θi,k,F̂} [p](t)) = 0, for all i, k = 1, . . . , n_p. Since p ∈ P and t ∈ T are arbitrary, by Lemma 4 this implies that η_{i,F} = η_{i,F̂}, θ_{i,k,F} = θ_{i,k,F̂} for all i, k ∈ I^{np}_0 , i.e. θ_F = θ_{F̂}

We finish the proof by proving that (25) implies (26). In the DT case, consider any p ∈ P and t ∈ T. Fix any b ∈ P and define p̂ ∈ P by p̂(t) = b and p(s) = p̂(s) for s = 0, . . . , t − 1. Notice that by the definition F_c[p](t) = F_c[p̂](t) for any convergent series c. Hence, from Lemma 5 it then follows that (g_F ⋄ p̂)(t) = (g_{F̂} ⋄ p̂)(t) implies G_{p,t}(b) = (g_F ⋄ p̂)(t) − (g_{F̂} ⋄ p̂)(t) = 0 for all b ∈ P. In order to show that ∀b, b̂ ∈ P : H_{p,t}(b, b̂) = 0, for any b, b̂ ∈ P define p̂ ∈ P as p̂(0) = b̂, p̂(t + 1) = b and p̂(s) = p(s) for all s = 1, . . . , t. Notice that for any convergent series c, F_c[p](t) = F_c[q_1(p̂)](t). Hence, from Lemma 5 and (h_F ⋄ p̂)(0, t + 1) = (h_{F̂} ⋄ p̂)(0, t + 1) and H_{p,t}(b, b̂) = (h_F ⋄ p̂)(0, t + 1) − (h_{F̂} ⋄ p̂)(0, t + 1) it follows that ∀b, b̂ ∈ P : H_{p,t}(b, b̂) = 0. For the CT case, for any p ∈ P and any b, b̂ ∈ P, define p̂_n ∈ P such that for all n ∈ N, p̂_s(s) = b̂, if s ∈ [0,^1_n ), p̂_n(s) = p(s), if s ∈ [^1_n , t −^1_n ) and p̂_n(s) = b if s ∈ [t − 1 n , +∞). From Lemma 5 it follows that H_{p̂n,t}(b) = (h_F ⋄ p̂_n)(0, t) − (h_{F̂} ⋄ p̂_n)(0, t) and G_{p̂n,t}(b) = (g_F ⋄ p̂_n)(t) − (g_{F̂} ⋄ p̂_n)(t). Notice that p̂_n is continuous at zero from the right. Hence, (g_F ⋄ p̂_n)(t) = (g_{F̂} ⋄ p̂_n)(t) and (h_F ⋄ p̂_n)(0, t) =

(h_{F̂} ⋄ p̂_n)(0, t). Hence, H_{p̂n,t}(b, b̂) = 0 and G_{p̂n,t}(b) = 0. It is also easy to see that lim_{n→∞} ∫_t 0 ‖p̂_n(s) − p(s)‖ds = 0, i.e.

the restriction p̂_n|_{[0,t]} converges to p|_{[0,t]} in the L^1([0, t], R^{np} ). From [44, Lemma 2.2] it follows that lim_{n→∞} F_c[p̂_n](t) = F_c[p](t) for any convergent series c. Therefore, H_{p,t}(b, b̂) = lim_{n→∞} H_{p̂n,t}(b, b̂) and G_{p,t} = lim_{n→∞} G_{p̂n,t}(b) = 0. From this and H_{p̂n,t}(b, b̂) = 0 and G_{p̂n,t}(b) = 0, (26) follows.

Finally, for every p ∈ P_e, t ∈ T, define (g_{Fe} ⋄ p)(t) = ∑ i∈I^{np}_0 pi(t)Fηi,F [p](t) and (hFe ⋄ p)(τ, t) = ∑ q,r∈I^{np}_0 pr(τ)pq (t)Fθq,r,F [q τ (p)](t − τ) for the CT case, and (h_{Fe} ⋄ p)(τ, t) = ∑ q,r∈I^{np}_0 pr(τ)pq (t)Fθq,r,F [q τ +1(p)](t − τ) for the DT case. Note that F_{ηq,F} [p](t) and F_{θq,r,F} [q^δ p](t − τ), δ = τ, τ + 1 are defined for all p ∈ P_e, both in DT and CT. Thus, if for any (u, p) ∈ U × P_e and t ∈ T, we define

F_e(u, p)(t) = (g_{Fe} ⋄p)(t)+ { ∫_t 0 (h_{Fe} ⋄ p)(δ, t)u(δ)dδ CT ∑_{t−1} δ=0(h_{Fe} ⋄ p)(δ, t)u(δ) DT , then F_e satisfies the conditions of the lemma.

Proof of Lemma 3: We start by analyzing the input-output function Y_{Σ,xo} of Σ. To this end, for any (u, p) ∈ U × P and for any t ∈ T, 0 ≤ τ ≤ t, define

(h_Σ ⋄ p)(t, τ) = { C(p(t))Φ(t, τ)B(p(τ)) in CT C(p(t))Φ(t − 1, τ + 1)B(p(τ)) in DT , (g_Σ ⋄ p)(t) = C(p(t))Φ(t, 0)x_o

where Φ(t, τ) is the fundamental matrix of A(p(t)), i.e. ξΦ(t, τ) = A(p(t))Φ(t, τ), Φ(τ, τ) = I_{nx} . For DT, we set Φ(t, τ) = 0 for τ > t. It is then easy to see that

Y_{Σ,xo} (u, p)(t) = (g_Σ ⋄ p)(t)+ + { ∑_{t−1} δ=0(h_Σ ⋄ p)(t, δ)u(δ), in DT ∫_t 0 (h_Σ ⋄ p)(t, δ)u(δ)dδ in CT

(27)

Consider the bilinear system

ξη(δ) = A_0η(δ) +

n_p∑

i=1 (A_iη(δ))w_i (δ) y(δ) = C(p(t))η(δ). (28)

Set the initial state η(0) of (28) to be the ith column of B(p(τ)). Notice that the ith column of (h_Σ ⋄ p)(t, τ) is the output of (28) a time t − τ for w = σ_τ p in CT, and it is the output of (28) at time t − τ − 1 for w = σ_{τ +1}(p) in DT. Similarly, if we set η(0) = x_o, then (g_Σ ⋄ p)(t) is the output of (28) for w = p. From [46]–[48] it then follows that (h_Σ ⋄ p)(τ, t) = { ∑ s∈S(I^{np}_0 ) c(s)(ws ⋄ p)(τ, t), CT ∑ s∈S(I^{np}_0 ) c(s)(ws ⋄ p)(τ + 1, t − 1), DT (g_Σ ⋄ p)(t) = { ∑ s∈S(I^{np}_0 ) c0(s)(ws ⋄ p)(0, t), CT ∑ s∈S(I^{np}_0 ) c0(s)(ws ⋄ p)(0, t − 1), DT where c : S(I^{np}_0 ) → R^{ny ×nu} , c_0 : S(I^{np}_0 ) → R^{ny} and c(s) = ∑ r,q∈I^{np}_0 p_r(t)p_q (τ)C_r A_sB_q c_0(s) = ∑ q∈I^{np}_0 p_q (t)C_q A_sx_o for all s ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ), Let us define θ_{YΣ,xo} : S(I^{np}_0 ) → R^{(np +1)ny ×(nu(np+1)+1)} as in (13), i.e. for all i, j ∈ I^{np}_0 , s ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ), θ_{i,j,YΣ,xo} (s) = C_iA_sB_j , η_{j,YΣ,xo} = C_j A_sx_o and θ_{YΣ,xo} (s) equals η_{0,YΣ,xo} (s) θ_{0,0,YΣ,xo} (s) · · · θ_{0,np,YΣ,xo} (s) η_{1,YΣ,xo} (s) θ_{1,0,YΣ,xo} (s) · · · θ_{1,np,YΣ,xo} (s) . . . . · · · . . η_{np ,YΣ,xo} (s) θ_{np,0,YΣ,xo} (s) · · · θ_{np,np,YΣ,xo} (s) .

Then for all p ∈ P, define the functions (h_{YΣ,xo} ⋄p), (g_{YΣ,xo} ⋄ p) as follows: for all t ∈ T, 0 ≤ τ ≤ t, define

(h_{YΣ,xo} ⋄ p)(τ, t) = (h_Σ ⋄ p)(τ, t) (g_{YΣ,xo} ⋄ p)(t) = (g_Σ ⋄ p)(t)

It then follows that (h_{YΣ,xo} ⋄ p)(τ, t), (g_{YΣ,xo} ⋄ p)(t) and F = Y_{Σ,xo} satisfy (10). Notice that, if define α = max{||C_q ||_F | q ∈ I^{np}_0 } ∪ {||x_o||||B_q ||_F | q ∈ I^{np}_0 } and K = α^2 √ n_p(n_p + 1), R = max_{q∈I}^np_0 ||A_q ||_F , then ||θ_{YΣ,xo} (s)||_F ≤ KR^{|s|} for all s ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ). Hence, Y_{Σ,xo} has a IIR and θ_{YΣ,xo} is the function of sub-Markov parameters.

Assume that Σ is a realization of F. Then Y_{Σ,xo} = F for some initial state x_o of Σ. From Lemma 2, θ_{YΣ,xo} = θ_F and hence θ_F satisfies (13). Conversely, assume that θ_F satisfies (13). Then θ_F = θ_{YΣ,xo} and thus by Lemma 2 F_{Σ,xo} = F, i.e. Σ is a realization of F.

B. Relationship between LPV-SSAs and linear switched statespace representations

In this section we state the relationship between the LPV- SSAs and linear switched state-space representations (abbreviated by LSS-SS). This relationship will allow us to prove the results on realization theory of LPV-SSAs. To this end, we introduce the following notation.

Notation 1. Denote P_{sw} = {e_0, e_1, · · · , e_D}, where e_0 is the zero vector^2 in R^{np} , and let P_{sw} either C_p(R_+ , P_{sw}) (cont. time) or P^N_{sw} (discrete. time).

An LSS-SS is just an LPV-SSA for which the space of scheduling variables equals P_{sw}. Then, potential input-output functions of LSS-SSs are functions of the form F : U × P_{sw} → Y such that F admits an IIR. LSS-SSs and their input-output functions in the sense of [33], [34] correspond to LSS-SSs and their input-output functions in the above sense, if each scheduling variable e_q is identified with the discrete mode q ∈ I^{np}_0 (here e_0 = 0). We refer the reader to [33], [34] for the notion of realization, minimality, observability, spanreachability and isomorphism for LSS-SSs. Alternatively, all these notions are special cases of the corresponding concepts for LPV-SSAs, if LSS-SSs are identified as a subclass of LPV- SSAs. The discussion above prompts us to define the following concept.

2i.e. all entries of e_0 are zero

Definition 14. For each function F : U × P → Y admitting an IIR, the associated switched input-output function S(F) : U × P_{sw} → Y is defined as follows: if F_e is the extension of F to U × P_e as described in Lemma 2, then S(F) is the restriction of F_e to U × P_{sw} ⊆ U × P_e.

Lemma 2 yields the following corollary.

Corollary 5. θ_F = θ_{Fe} = θ_{S(F)}

Proof of Corollary 5: Lemma 2 already implies that θ_F = θ_{Fe} . It is then left to show that θ_{Fe} = θ_{S(F)}. Note that with θ_{S(F)} = θ_{Fe} S(F) satisfies the conditions of having a IIR. Notice that the affine span of the elements of P_{sw} yields the whole space R^{np} . Hence from Lemma 2 it follows that θ_{S(F)} is uniquely determined by S(F), i.e. θ_{S(F)} = θ_{Fe} is the only choice of θ_{S(F)} with which S(F) admits an IIR.

Corollary 6. The function S is injective, i.e. F_1 = F_2 ⇐⇒ S(F_1) = S(F_2).

Proof: By Lemma 2 and Corollary 5, F_1 = F_2 ⇐⇒ θ_{F1} = θ_{F2} ⇐⇒ θ_{S(F1)} = θ_{S(F2 )} ⇐⇒ S(F_1) = S(F_2).

The correspondence between LPV-SSAs and LSS-SSs can now be stated.

Definition 15 (LSS-SS associated with LPV-SSA). Let Σ be an LPV-SSAs of the form (1)-(2). Then, the LSS-SS S(Σ) associated with Σ is the following LSS-SS:

S(Σ) = ( P_{sw}, {(A_i, B_i, C_i, 0)}^{np}_{q=0} ) . (29)

The following theorem collects the main properties related to the correspondence between LSS-SSs and LPV-SSAs.

Theorem 9. Let F be an input-output function of the form (4) and assume that F admits an IIR. Let Σ be an LPV-SSA of the form (1).

1) For every initial state x ∈ X of Σ, S(Y_{Σ,x}) = Y_{S(Σ),x}. 2) Σ is a realization of the input-output function F from the initial state x_o if and only if S(Σ) is a realization of S(F) from the initial state x_o. (see Def. 14).

3) dim S(Σ) = dim Σ.

4) Two LPV-SSAs Σ_1 and Σ_2 are isomorphic if and only if S(Σ_1) is isomorphic to S(Σ_2).

5) Σ is span-reachable from x_o if and only if S(Σ) is spanreachable from x_o. Σ is observable if and only if S(Σ) is observable.

Proof: Proof of Part 1. From Lemma 3 it follows that ∀i, j ∈ I^{np}_0 , ∀s ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ), η_{i,S(YΣ,x)}(s) = η_{i,YΣ,x} (s) = C_iA_sx = η_{i,YS(Σ),x} , and θ_{i,j,S(YΣ,x)}(s) = θ_{i,j,YΣ,x} (s) = C_iA_sB_j = θ_{i,j,YS(Σ),x} . That it, θ_{S(YΣ,x)} = θ_{YS(Σ),x} . Since S(Y_{Σ,x}), Y_{S(Σ),x} are both realizable by Σ, they admit an IIR, by Lemma 2 θ_{S(YΣ,x)} = θ_{YS(Σ),x} implies S(Y_{Σ,x}) = Y_{S(Σ),x}.

Proof of Part 2. Notice that Σ is a realization of F from the initial state x_o if and only if Y_{Σ,xo} = F. By Corollary 6, Y_{Σ,xo} = F is equivalent to S(Y_{Σ,xo} ) = S(F). From Part 1 it follows that S(Y_{Σ,xo} ) = S(F) is equivalent to Y_{S(Σ),xo} = S(F), and the latter is equivalent to S(Σ) being a realization of S(F).

Proof of Part 3. Follows by noticing that the state-spaces of Σ and S(Σ) are the same.

Proof of Part 4. Follows by noticing that the system matrices of Σ and S(Σ) are the same.

Proof of Part 5. First we show that Σ is span-reachable from x_o if and only if S(Σ) is span-reachable from x_o. To this end, consider the function input-to-state function X_{Σ,xo} : U × P → X of Σ. It is easy to see that span reachability of Σ is equivalent to ∀ν ∈ R^{nx} : (ν^T X_{Σ,xo} = 0 ⇐⇒ ν = 0). For every ν ∈ R^{nx} , consider the function F_ν (u, p) = ν^T X_{Σ,xo} (u, p). It is clear that the LPV-SSA Σ_ν , Σ_ν = (P, {A_i, B_i, ν}^{np}_{i=0}), is a realization of F_ν from the initial state x_o. It is easy to see that F_ν = 0 if and only if θ_{Fν} = θ_{S(Fν )} = 0 and hence S(F_ν ) = 0 ⇐⇒ F_ν = 0. But from Part 1 it follows that S(F_ν ) equals the function ν^T X_{S(Σ),xo} . Hence, ∀ν ∈ R^{nx} : (ν^T X_{Σ,xo} = 0 ⇐⇒ ν = 0) is equivalent to ∀ν ∈ R^{nx} : (ν^T X_{S(Σ),xo} = 0 ⇐⇒ ν = 0). The latter is equivalent to span-reachability of S(Σ) from x_o.

Next, we show that Σ is observable if and only if S(Σ) is observable. To this end, notice that for any state x ∈ R^{nx} S(Y_{Σ,x}) = Y_{S(Σ),x}. Hence, from Corollary 5 it follows that Y_{Σ,x1} = Y_{Σ,x2} if and only if Y_{S(Σ),x1} = Y_{S(Σ),x2} . From this it follows that observability of Σ and S(Σ) are equivalent.

We have just presented a transformation from LPV-SSAs to LSS-SSs. Next, we present the reverse transformation, mapping LSS-SSs to LPV-SSAs. To this end, let P ⊆ R^{np} be a space of scheduling parameters such that the affine span of elements of P equals R^{np} .

Definition 16 (LPV-SSA associated with LSS-SS). Let H = (P_{sw}, (A_i, B_i, C_i, 0)^{np}_{i=0}) be a LSS-SS. Define the LPV-SSA associated with H as LPV(H) = (P, (A_i, B_i, C_i, 0)^{np}_{i=0}).

It is easy to see that S(LPV(H)) = H, from which, using Theorem 9, we can deduce the following.

Corollary 7. Let F be an input-output function of the form (4) admitting an IIR and let H be an LSS-SS. Then the following hold.

• H is a realization of S(F) from the initial state x_o, if and only if LPV(H) is a realization of F from the initial state x_o.

• H is span-reachable from x_o (observable), if and only if LPV(H) is span-reachable from x_o (respectively observable).

We can derive the following corollary of Theorem 7 and Corollary 7:

Corollary 8 (Minimality of LPV-SSA and LSS-SS). An LPV- SSA Σ is minimal w.r.t. an initial state x_o if and only if the LSS-SS S(Σ) is minimal w.r.t x_o.

Proof of Corollary 8: Assume that Σ is minimal w.r.t. an initial state x_o, i.e. it is a minimal realization of F = Y_{Σ,xo} . From Theorem 9 it then follows that S(Σ) is a realization of S(F) from the initial state x_o. Assume that H^′ is an LSS-SSA and H^′ is a realization of S(F). It then follows that Σ^′ = LPV(H^′ ) is a realization of F. Since Σ is a minimal realization of F, it then follows that dim S(Σ) = dim Σ ≤ dim Σ^′ = dim H^′ . Conversely, assume that S(Σ) is minimal w.r.t x_o, i.e. assume that S(Σ) is a minimal realization of Y_{S(Σ),xo} . Assume that Σ^′ is an LPV-SSA such that Σ^′ is a realization of F = Y_{Σ,xo} . From Theorem 9 it follows that S(Σ^′ ) is a realization of S(F). Note that Y_{S(Σ),xo} = S(F), and hence, by minimality of S(Σ) w.r.t. x_o, dim Σ = dim S(Σ) ≤ dim S(Σ^′ ) = dim Σ^′ . That is, Σ is indeed a minimal realization of F = Y_{Σ,xo} .

C. Proofs of the results on Kalman-style realization theory for LPV-SSAs

Based on the relationship between LSS-SSs and LPV-SSAs explained in the previous section, we can use realization theory of LSS-SSs [32]–[34] to prove the results of Section IV-B.

Proof of Theorem 1: From Corollary 8 it follows that Σ is is minimal w.r.t x_o, if and only if S(Σ) is minimal w.r.t x_o. In turn, by [33, Theorem 3] (DT) or [34, Theorem 3] (CT), S(Σ) is a minimal w.r.t. x_o, if and only if S(Σ) is observable and span-reachable from x_o. From Theorem 9 it follows that S(Σ) is observable and span-reachable from x_o if and only if Σ is span-reachable from x_o and observable. Hence, Σ is is minimal w.r.t x_o if and only if Σ is span-reachable from x_o and observable.

Assume that Σ and Σ^′ are minimal w.r.t. x_o and x^′_o, and Σ and Σ^′ are weakly equivalent w.r.t. x_o and x^′_o, i.e. Y_{Σ,xo} = Y_Σ′_{,x}′_o . It then follows that S(Σ) is minimal w.r.t. x_o and S(Σ^′ ) is minimal w.r.t. x^′_o. Moreover, Y_{S(Σ),xo} = Y_{S(Σ}′_{),x}′_o . From [33, Theorem 3], [34, Theorem 3] it then follows S(Σ) to S(Σ^′ ) are isomorphic, and hence by Theorem 9, Σ and Σ^′ are isomorphic.

Note that if T is an isomorphism from Σ to Σ^′ , and Σ and Σ^′ are minimal and weakly equivalent w.r.t. x_o and x^′_o respectively, then T x_o = x^′_o. Indeed, it is not difficult to see that Y_{Σ,xo} = Y_Σ′_{,T xo} . Since Y_{Σ,xo} = Y_Σ′_{,x}′_o , it then follows that Y_Σ′_{,T xo} = Y_Σ′_{,x}′_o , and by observability of Σ^′ this implies that T x_o = x^′_o.

Proof of Theorem 3: It is enough to prove that Σ is strongly minimal if and only if it is minimal w.r.t. 0. The rest then follows from Theorem 3. By definition, if Σ is strongly minimal, then it is minimal w.r.t. any initial state, including 0. Conversely, assume that Σ is minimal w.r.t. 0. Let x_o be any state of Σ and let F = Y_{Σ,xo} . We will show that Σ is a minimal realization of F. To this end, consider any LPV-SSA Σ^′ such that Σ^′ is a realization of F from some initial state x^′_o. We will show that dim Σ ≤ dim Σ^′ . To this end, notice that Y_Σ′_x′_o = F = Y_{Σ,xo} , and that for all u ∈ U, p ∈ P, Y_Σ′_{,0}(u, p) = Y_Σ′_{,x}′_o (u, p) − Y_Σ′_{,x}′_o (0, p) and Y_{Σ,xo} (u, p) − Y_{Σ,xo} (0, p) = Y_{Σ,0}(u, p). From this remark it follows that if Y_Σ′_x′_o = Y_{Σ,xo} , then Y_{Σ,0} = Y_Σ′_{,0}. Since Σ is minimal w.r.t. 0, it then implies that dim Σ ≤ dim Σ^′ .

Proof of Theorem 4: For DT, from [33, Theorem 4] it follows that rankR_{nx −1} = n_x if equivalent to S(Σ) being span-reachable from x_0, and rankO_{nx−1} = n_x is equivalent to observability of S(Σ), as in the terminology of [33, Theorem 4], IMR_{nx −1} is the image of the span-reachability matrix of

(S(Σ), x_0), and ker O_{nx−1} is the kernel observability matrix of (S(Σ), x_0). Note that in [33] the definition of a linear switched system included the initial state.

For CT, from [39, Proposition 33], when applied to the rational representation associated with (S(Σ), μ), μ : {f} ∋ f → x_o, it follows that ImR_{nx−1} equals W R(x_o) = span{Â_{q1} · · · Â_{qk} x | q_1, . . . , q_k ∈ Q, k ≥ 0, and x = x_0 or ∃q ∈ Q : x ∈ ImB̂_q }, where Â_0 = A_0, B̂_0 = B_0, and Â_i = A_i − A_0, B̂_i = B_i − B_0 for all i ∈ I^{np}_0 , i > 0. Here, if k = 0, then Â_{q1} · · · Â_{qk} is interpreted as the identity matrix. But from [34, Proposition 1] it follows that S(Σ) is span-reachable from x_0 if and only if W R(x_o) = R^{nx} . Hence, by Theorem 9, Σ is span-reachable from x_o if and only if ImR_{nx−1} = W R(x_o) = R^{nx} . The latter condition is equivalent to rankR_{nx−1} = n_x. Similarly, from [39, Proposition 34], applied to the rational representation associated with (S(Σ), μ), μ : {f} ∋ f → 0, it follows that ker O_{nx−1} equals O = ⋂ q∈Q ker C_q ∩ ⋂_∞ k=1 ⋂ q_1 ···q_k ∈Q ker ĈqÂqk · · · Âq1 , where Â0 = A0, Ĉ0 = C_0, and Â_i = A_i − A_0, Ĉ_i = C_i − C_0 for all i ∈ I^{np}_0 , i > 0.

From [34, Theorem 2] it follows that S(Σ) is observable if and only if O = {0}. Hence, by Theorem 9, Σ is observable if and only if ker O_{nx−1} = O = {0}. The latter condition is equivalent to rankO_{nx−1} = n_x.

Proof of Corollary 1: Define the spaces V_1 = Span{b_1, . . . , b_{rm} }, V_2 = Span{b_{rm+1}, . . . , b_r} and V_3 = Span{b_{r+1}, . . . , b_{nx} }. It then follows that V_1 + V_2 is A_iinvariant, and V_2 is A_i invariant for all i ∈ I^{np}_0 , since Im{R_{nx−1}} and ker{O_{nx−1}} are A_i invariant subspaces and V_1 +V_2 = Im{R_{nx−1}}, and V_2 = Im{R_{nx−1}}∩ker{O_{nx−1}}. Moreover, ImB_i ⊆ V_1 + V_2 = Im{R_{nx−1}}, i ∈ I^{np}_0 , x_0 ∈ V_1+V_2 = Im{R_{nx−1}}, and V_2 ⊆ ker{O_{nx−1}} ⊆ ker C_i, i ∈ I^{np}_0 . From this, it follows that Â_i, B̂_i, Ĉ_i, i ∈ I^{np}_0 and x̂_0 satisfy (19). Let R̂_k be the kth step extended reachability matrix of Σ̂ for x_o, and let Ô_k be the kth step extended observability matrix of Σ̂. Similarly, let R^m_k be the kth step extended reachability matrix of Σ^m for x^m_o and let O^m_k be the kth step extended observability matrices of Σ^m. By induction on k, it follows that

R̂_k =

R^m_k R_k 0 , Ô_k = [ O^m_k 0 O_k ] , where R_k is a suitable matrix with r − r_m rows, and O_k is a suitable matrix with n − r columns. Since rank{R̂_{nx−1}} = r and R^m_{nx−1} has r_m rows, it then follows that rank{R^m_{nx−1}} = r_m from which by Theorem 4 and rank {R_{nx−1}} = rank{R_{rm−1}} it follows that Σ^m is span-reachable from x^m_o Similarly, since rank{Ô_{nx−1}} = r and O^m_{nx−1} has r_m colums, it then follows that rank{O^m_{nx−1}} = r_m from which by Theorem 4 and rank{O_{nx−1}} = rank{O_{rm−1}} it follows that Σ^m is observable. Finally, for any u ∈ U, p ∈ P, let x̂ and y be such that (x̂, y, u, p) is a solution of Σ̂ and x̂(0) = x̂_o. Let z_1 be the function formed by the first r_m cooordinates of x̂, let z_2 be formed by the coordinates of x̂ ranging from r_m +1 to r and let z_3 be formed by the last n_x − r coordinates of x̂. It then follows that ξz_3(t) = (A^{′′′′}_0 + ∑_{np} i=1 A^{′′′′}_i p_i(t))z_3(t), and as z_3(0) = 0, it then follows that z_3(t) = 0. Therefore ξz_1(t) =

(A^m_0 + ∑_{np} i=1 A^m_i p_i(t))z_1(t) + (B^m_0 + ∑_{np} i=1 B^m_i p_i(t))u(t).

Moreover, notice that y(t) = C^m_i z_1(t). Hence, (z_3, y, u, p) is a solution of Σ^m with z_3(0) = x^m_o . That is, Y_{Σ̂,x̂o} = Y_Σm_{,x}m_o . But Σ̂ and Σ are isomorphic, with T being the isomorphism, and T x_o = x̂_o. Hence, Y_{Σ̂,x̂o} = Y_{Σ,xo} = Y_Σm_{,x}m_o . That is, if Σ is a realization of F from x_o, then Σ^m is a realization of F. Since according to the discussion above, Σ^m is observable and span-reachable from x^m_o , by Theorem 1 it is a minimal realization of F.

Proof of Theorem 5: Notice that Y_{Σ,x1} = Y_{Σ,x2} is equivalent to ∀p ∈ P : Y_{Σ,x1} (0, p) = Y_{Σ,x2} (0, p), since Y_{Σ,xi} (u, p) = Y_{Σ,xi} (0, p) + Y_{Σ,0}(u, p) for all i = 1, 2, u ∈ U, p ∈ P. Hence, it is enough to show that there exists t_o > 0, p_o ∈ P, such that for all x_1, x_2 ∈ R^{nx} , (∀p ∈ P : Y_{Σ,x1} (0, p) = Y_{Σ,x2} (0, p)) ⇐⇒ (∀τ ∈ [0, t_o] : Y_{Σ,x1} (0, p_o)(τ) = Y_{Σ,x2} (0, p_o)(τ), and that for the CT case, p_o can be chosen to be analytic.

Define for any initial state x_o of Σ the function s_{Σ,xo} : P → Y by s_{Σ,xo} (p)(t) = ∫_t 0 Y_{Σ,xo} (0, p)(s)ds, in CT, and s_{Σ,xo} (p)(0) = 0 and s_{Σ,xo} (p)(t + 1) = Y_{Σ,xo} (0, p)(t) in DT, for all t ∈ T. It then follows that s = s_{Σ,x0} (p) is the output of the bilinear system δx(t) = n_p∑

q=1 A_q x(t)p_q (t), δz(t) = n_p∑

q=1 C_q x(t)p_q (t) s(t) = z(t) (30)

from the initial state (x^T (0), z(0))^T = (x^T_o , 0^T )^T .

For any p ∈ P, denote by s((x_o, z_o), p) the output trajectory of (30) generated from the initial state (x^T_o , z^T_o )^T , x_o ∈ R^{nx} , z_o ∈ R^{ny} . We will call (30) observable, if for each pair of distinct states (x_1, z_1) ≠ (x_2, z_2), there exists p ∈ P such that s((x_1, z_1), p) ≠ s((x_2, z_2), p). Notice that (30) is observable if and only if Σ is observable. Indeed, δs((x_o, z_o), p) = Y_{Σ,xo} (p, 0) and s((x_o, z_o), p)(0) = z_0. Hence, if Σ is observable and there exists (x_1, z_1) ≠ (x_2, z_2) such that s((x_1, z_1), p) = s((x_2, z_2), p) for every p ∈ P, then z_1 = z_2 and Y_{Σ,x1} (p, 0) = Y_{Σ,x2} (0, p) for all p ∈ P. The latter implies that x_1 = x_2 by observability of Σ. Conversely, if (30) is observable, but there exists x_1 ≠ x_2 such that Y_{Σ,x1} (p, 0) = Y_{Σ,x2} (0, p) for all p ∈ P, then s((x_1, 0), p) = s((x_2, 0), p) for all p ∈ P. The latter contradicts to observability of (30).

We argue that there exists a t_o > 0, p_o ∈ P, such that for any state (x_i, z_i) of (30), i = 1, 2 s((x_1, z_1), p_o) = s((x_2, z_2), p_o) on [0, t_o] implies ∀p ∈ P : s((x_1, z_1), p) = s((x_2, z_2), p), and in the CT case p_o is analytic. If such a p_o exists, then for any two states x_1, x_2 of Σ, Y_{Σ,x1} (0, p_o) = Y_{Σ,x2} (0, p_o) on [0, t_o] implies ∀p ∈ P : Y_{Σ,x1} (0, p) = Y_{Σ,x2} (p, 0). Indeed, Y_{Σ,x1} (p_o, 0) = Y_{Σ,x2} (p_o, 0) on [0, t_o] implies s((x_1, 0), p_o) = s((x_2, 0), p_o) on [0, t_o] and hence s((x_1, 0), p) = s((x_2, 0), p) for all p ∈ P, and thus Y_{Σ,x1} (p, 0) = δs((x_1, 0), p) = δs((x_2, 0), p) = Y_{Σ,x2} (p, 0) for all p ∈ P.

For the CT, we can take any t_o > 0, and we take p_o to be the universal input described in [49, Theorem 2.11], when applied to (30). Note that here we view (30) as a system whose inputs p take values in the set P. It is easy to see that P satisfies the assumptions of [49, Theorem 2.11]. Indeed, P is a convex set, hence P is contained in the closure of its interior (see [38, Corollary 2.3.9]). Moreover, by [38, Theorem 2.3.5] the interior of P is convex and hence it is connected. For the DT case , existence of p_o follows by applying the proof of [50, Theorem 5.3] to (30). In fact, below we give a simplified proof along the lines of [50, Theorem 5.3]. For every p ∈ P, 0 < t ∈ N define B_{p,t} = {(h_1, h_2) ∈ R^{nx +ny} × R^{nx +ny} | ∀s ∈ [0, t] : s(h_1, p)(s) = s(h_2, p)(s)}. Clearly, B_{p,t} is a linear subspace of R^{nx +ny} × R^{nx +ny} . Let p^∗, t^∗ be such that t^∗ > 0 and dim B_p∗_{,t}∗ ≤ dim B_{p,t} for any p ∈ P, t > 0. Such a p^∗, t^∗ will always exist since dim B_{p,t} ≤ 2(n_x + n_y) is always finite. We claim that B_p∗_{,t}∗ = {(h, h) | R^{nx +ny} }. hence p_o = p^∗, t_f = t^∗ is the desired input. Assume the contrary, i.e. there exists (h_1, h_2) ∈ B_p∗_{,t}∗ such that h_1 ≠ h_2. Let (x̂_i, ẑ_i) be the state of (30) at t^∗, if the initial state is h_i and the input is p^∗ and assume that h_i = (x_i, z_i), i = 1, 2. Let A(p^∗(s)) = ∑ q∈Q p^∗_q (s)A_q for any s ∈ N. Then x̂_i = (A(p^∗(t^∗ − 1))A(p^∗(t^∗ − 2)) · · · A(p^∗(0))x_i, i = 1, 2. Note that z_1 = s(h_1, p^∗)(0) = s(h_2, p^∗)(0) = z_2, and hence h_1 ≠ h_2 implies x_1 ≠ x_2. Since by the assumptions of the theorem, A(p^∗(s)) is invertible for all s ∈ N, it then follows that x̂_1 ≠ x̂_2 and hence (x̂_1, ẑ_1) ≠ (x̂_2, ẑ_2). From the observability of (30) it then follows that there exists τ > 0, p̂ ∈ P such that s((x̂_1, ẑ_1), p̂)(τ) ≠ s((x̂_2, ẑ_2), p̂)(τ)). Hence,

for p ∈ P defined by p(s) = { p^∗(s) if s ≤ τ p(s − τ) if s > τ , (h_1, h_2) /∈ B_{p,t}∗_{+τ} . Note that B_{p,t}∗_{+τ} ⊆ B_p∗_{,t}∗ . Hence, dim B_{p,t}∗_{+τ} < B_p∗_{,t}∗ , which is a contradiction.

Proof of Corollary 2: Choose p_o as in Theorem 5. The statement follows from the definition of complete observability for LTV systems.

Proof of Corollary 3: Consider the dual LPV-SSA Σ^T = (P, {(A^T_q , C^T_q , B^T_q )}^{np}_{q=0}). If Σ is span-reachable from zero, then rankR_{nx−1} = n_x, where R_{nx−1} is the (n_x − 1)-step extended reachability matrix of Σ from 0. Let O_{nx−1} be the (n_x − 1)-step extended observability matrix of Σ^T . It is clear that O_{nx−1} = R^T_{nx −1}, and hence rankO_{nx−1} = n_x and thus Σ^T is observable. From Corollary 2 it follows that there exist t_o > 0 and p_o such that the LTV system associated with Σ^T , p_o is completely observable on [0, t_o]. This LTV system is given by matrices A(t) = A^T (p_o(t)), B(t) = C^T (p_o(t)), C(t) = B^T (p_o(t)) The dual of this LTV system, defined by the matrices A^T (t) = A(p_o(t)), C^T (t) = B(p_o(t)), B^T (t) = C(p_o(t)) is completely controllable on [0, t_o]. But this dual LTV system is exactly the LTV system associated with Σ, p_o. Hence, by choosing p_e = p_o and t_e = t_o the statement of the corollary holds.

Proof of Theorem 6: We prove the theorem for observability, the statement on span-reachability follows by duality.

From Corollary 5 it follows that the LTV system obtained from Σ by setting the scheduling parameter to p_o is observable on [0, t_o] For CT case, from [51] it then follows that there exists k ≥ 0, such that the k step observability matrix O_k(p_o(t)) is such that rankO_k(p_o(t)) = n_x for almost all t on (0, t_o). Similarly, for the DT case we get that the k-step observability matrix O_k(p_o) has rank n_x. This then means that if we interpret O_k(p) as a matrix whose elements belong to the field of meromorphic functions R, then rankO_k(p) = n_x, where the rank is now interpreted over the field R. Hence, from Cayley-Hamilton theorem for matrices over R it follows that the rank of O_{nx−1}(p) over R is n_x, i.e. Σ is structurally observable.

Proof of Theorem 7: Recall from Corollary 5 that the sub-Markov parameters of F and S(F) coincide, i.e. θ_F(s) = θ_{S(F)}(s), s ∈ S(I^{np}_0 ). Moreover, when applied to LSS-SSs, the sub-Markov parameters from Definition 8 coincide with the Markov-parameters of [33], [34].

More precisely, the values of θ_{S(F)} (both in CT and DT) coincide with the Markov-parameters defined in [33, Definition 11] of a suitable discrete-time input-output map function F̂ : U^N × P^N_{sw} → Y^N. In fact, F̂ is defined as F̂(u, p)(t) = η^F_{it} (i_0 · · · i_{t−1}) + ∑^{t−1}_{j=0} θ^F_{it ,ij} (i_{j+1} · · · i_{t−1})u(j),

for all p ∈ P^N_{sw}, u ∈ U^N, t ∈ N, where p(k) = e^{ik} , i_k ∈ I^{np}_0 , k = 0, . . . , t. By Lemma 3 and [33, Lemma 1], an LSS-SS (P_{sw}, {A_i, B_i, C_i, 0}^{np}_{i=0}) is a realization of S(F) (in (CT) or (DT)) if and only if the LSS-SS (P_{sw}, {Â_i, B̂_i, Ĉ_i, 0}^{np}_{i=0}), where (Â_0, B̂_0, Ĉ_0) = (A_0, B_0, C_0), (Â_i, B̂_i, Ĉ_i) = (A_i − A_0, B_i − B_0, C_i − C_0), i ∈ I^{np}_0 , i > 0, is a realization of F̂. Notice that H_F = H_{S(F)} and that the former definition of the Hankel-matrix coincides with the one for F̂ (see [33, Definition 13]).

By Theorem 9 and Corollary 7, F is realizable by an LPV-SSA if and only if S(F) is realizable by a LSS-SS. From [33, Theorem 5] it follows that that latter is equivalent to rankH_F = rankH_{S(F)} < +∞

Finally, from the proof of Theorem 1 it follows that a LPV- SSA Σ is a minimal realization of F if and only if the LSS-SS S(Σ) is a minimal realization of S(F). From [33, Theorem 5] it then follows that rankH_{S(F)} = dim S(Σ) and hence rankH_F = rankH_{S(F)} = dim S(Σ) = dim Σ.

Proof of Theorem 8: From the proof of Theorem 7 it follows that H_F = H_{S(F)} and hence H_F(n, m) = H_{S(F)}(n, m) for any n, m ∈ N. It is also easy to see that Algorithm 1 applied to H_F(n, m) = H_{S(F)}(n, m), m = n + 1, coincides with [33, Algorithm 1] for the Hankel-matrix of F̂, where F̂ is the input-output map defined in the proof of Theorem 7. Hence [33, Theorem 6] (DT) the following holds. If rankH_F(n, m) = rankH_F(n, m) = rankH_F(n, m) then Algorithm 1 returns an LPV-SSS Σ and an initial state x_o such that S(Σ) is an 2n + 1 partial realization of F̂, and hence of S(F) from x_o. Since by Corollary 5 the sub-Markov parameters of F and S(F) coincide, it then follows that Σ is an 2n + 1 partial realization of F from x_o. If rankH_F(n, n) = rankH_F then rankH_F(n, n) = rankH_F(n + 1, n) = rankH_F(n, n + 1). In addition, in this case S(Σ) is a minimal realization of S(F) from x_o. From Theorem 9 and the proof of Theorem 1 it then follows that Σ is a minimal realization of F. If F has a LPV-SSA realization Σ̂ such that dim Σ̂ ≤ n_x + 1, then by Theorem 9 S(Σ̂) is a realization of S(F) and hence by [33, Theorem 6] rankH_{S(F)}(n, n) = rankH_{S(F)} and hence rankH_F(n, n) = rankH_{S(F)}(n, n) = rankH_{S(F)} = rankH_F. Finally, that without any conditions, Algorithm 1 returns an n-moment partial realization follows by adapting the argument of [39, Chapter 10, Proposition 46].

REFERENCES

[1] R. Tóth, H. Abbas, and H. Werner, “On the state-space realization of LPV input-output models: practical approaches,” IEEE Transactions on Control System Technology, vol. 20, pp. 139–153, 2012.

[2] R. Tóth, Modeling and Identification of Linear Parameter-Varying Systems, ser. Lecture Notes in Control and Information Sciences, Vol. 403. Heidelberg: Springer, 2010.

[3] R. Tóth, J. C. Willems, P. S. C. Heuberger, and P. M. J. Van den Hof, “The behavioral approach to linear parameter-varying systems,” IEEE Trans. on Automatic Control, vol. 56, pp. 2499–2514, 2011.

[4] W. Rugh and J. S. Shamma, “Research on gain scheduling,” Automatica, vol. 36, no. 10, pp. 1401–1425, 2000.

[5] A. Packard, “Gain scheduling via linear fractional transformations,” Systems & Control Letters, vol. 22, no. 2, pp. 79–92, 1994.

[6] P. Apkarian and P. Gahinet, “A convex characterization of gainscheduled H_∞ controllers,” IEEE Trans. on Automatic Control, vol. 40, no. 5, pp. 853–864, 1995.

[7] C. W. Scherer, “Mixed H_2/H_∞ control for time-varying and linear parametrically-varying systems,” Int. Journal of Robust and Nonlinear Control, vol. 6, no. 9-10, pp. 929–952, 1996.

[8] B. Lu and F. Wu, “Switching LPV control designs using multiple parameter-dependent Lyapunov functions,” Automatica, vol. 40, no. 11, pp. 1973–1980, 2004.

[9] F. Wu and K. Dong, “Gain-scheduling control of LFT systems using parameter-dependent Lyapunov functions,” Automatica, vol. 42, no. 1, pp. 39–50, 2006.

[10] C. W. Scherer, “Robust controller synthesis is convex for systems without control channel uncertainties,” in Model-Based Control: Bridging Rigorous Theory and Advanced Technology. Springer, 2009, pp. 13– 31. [11] R. Tóth, P. S. C. Heuberger, and P. M. J. Van den Hof, “Pediction error identification of LPV systems: present and beyond,” in Control of Linear Parameter Varying Systems with Applications, J. Mohammadpour and C. W. Scherer, Eds. Heidelberg: Springer, 2012, pp. 27–60.

[12] V. Laurain, M. Gilson, R. Tóth, and H. Garnier, “Refined instrumental variable methods for identification of LPV Box-Jenkins models,” Automatica, vol. 46, no. 6, pp. 959–967, 2010.

[13] B. Bamieh and L. Giarré, “Identification of linear parameter varying models,” Int. Journal of Robust and Nonlinear Control, vol. 12, pp. 841–853, 2002.

[14] M. Butcher, A. Karimi, and R. Longchamp, “On the consistency of certain identification methods for linear parameter varying systems,” in Proc. of the 17th IFAC World Congress, Seoul, Korea, July 2008, pp. 4018–4023.

[15] K. Hsu, T. L. Vincent, and K. Poolla, “Nonparametric methods for the identification of linear parameter varying systems,” in Proc. of the Int. Symposium on Computer-Aided Control System Design, San Antonio, Texas, USA, Sept. 2008, pp. 846–851.

[16] J. W. van Wingerden and M. Verhaegen, “Subspace identification of bilinear and LPV systems for open- and closed-loop data,” Automatica, vol. 45, no. 2, pp. 372–381, 2009.

[17] P. L. dos Santos, J. A. Ramos, and J. L. M. de Carvalho, “Identification of LPV systems using successive approximations,” in Proc. of the 47th IEEE Conf. on Decision and Control, Cancun, Mexico, Dec. 2008, pp. 4509–4515.

[18] M. Sznaier and C. Mazzaro, “An LMI approach to the identification and (in)validation of LPV systems,” in Perspectives in robust control, ser. Lecture Notes in Control and Information Sciences, S. Moheimani, Ed. London: Springer, 2001, vol. 268, pp. 327–346.

[19] V. Verdult and M. Verhaegen, “Subspace identification of multivariable linear parameter-varying systems,” Automatica, vol. 38, no. 5, pp. 805– 814, 2002.

[20] D. Vizer, G. Mercère, O. Prot, and J. Ramos, “A local approach framework for black-box and gray-box LPV system identification,” in Proc. European Control Conference, 2013.

[21] D. Vizer, G. Mercère, E. Laroche, and O. Prot, “Linear fractional LPV model identification from local experiments using an H_∞-based glocal approach,” in Control-oriented modelling and identification: theory and practice, M. Lovera, Ed. The Institution of Engineering and Technology, 2014.

[22] R. Tóth, Identification and Modeling of Linear Parameter-Varying Systems. Springer Verlag. Lecture Notes in Control and Information Sciences 403, 2010.

[23] P. B. Cox, R. Tóth, and M. Petreczky, “Estimation of lpv-ss models with static dependency using correlation analysis,” in 1st IFAC Workshop on Linear Parameter Varying Systems, 2015.

[24] M. Petreczky, L. Bako, and J. van Schuppen, “Identifiability of discretetime linear switched systems,” in Proc. Workshop Hybrid Systems: Computation and Control (HSCC2010). ACM, 2010.

[25] B. Hanzon, Identifiability, recursive identification and spaces of linear.

Amsterdam: CWI, 1989.

[26] M. Petreczky and R. Peeters, “Spaces of nonlinear and hybrid systems representable by recognizable formal power series,” in Proceedings of the 19th International Symposium on Mathematical Theory of Networks and Systems, Budapest, Hungary, July 2010.

[27] M. Petreczky and L. Bako, “On the notion of persistence of excitation for linear switched systems,” in 50th IEEE Conference on Decision and Control, 2011.

[28] M. Bastug, M. Petreczky, R. Tóth, R. Wisniewski, J. Leth, and D. Efimov, “Moment matching based model reduction for lpv state-space models,” in Submitted to IEEE Conference on Decision and Control, 2015.

[29] R. Tóth, H. Abbas, and W. Werner, “On the state-space realization of LPV input-output models: Practical approaches,” IEEE Trans. on Control Systems Technology, vol. 20, pp. 139–153, 2012.

[30] W. J. Rugh, Linear System theory. Prentice-Hall, 1996. [31] M. Petreczky, “Realization theory for linear switched systems: a formal power series approach,” Systems and Control Letters, vol. 56, pp. 588– 595, 2007.

[32] M. Petreczky and J. van Schuppen, “Partial realization theory for linear switched systems: a formal power series approach,” Automatica, vol. 47, pp. 2177–2184, 2011.

[33] M. Petreczky, L. Bako, and J. van Schuppen, “Realization theory of discrete-time linear switched system,” Automatica, vol. 49, no. 11, pp. 3337–3344, 2013.

[34] M. Petreczky, “Realization theory for linear and bilinear switched systems: formal power series approach - part i: realization theory of linear switched systems,” ESAIM Control, Optimization and Calculus of Variations, vol. 17, pp. 410–445, 2011.

[35] M. Petreczky and G. Mercère, “Affine LPV systems: realization theory, input-output equations and relationship with linear switched systems,” in Proc. IEEE Conference on Decision and Control, 2012.

[36] M. Petreczky, G. Mercère, and R. Tóth, “Affine LPV systems: realization theory, input-output equations and relationship with linear switched systems,” Tech. Rep., 2012, arxive 1209.0345.

[37] S. Lang, Real Analysis. Addison-Wesley, 1983. [38] R. Webster, Convexity. Oxford, 1994.

[39] M. Petreczky, “Realization theory of hybrid systems,” Ph.D. dissertation, Centrum voor Wiskunde en Informatica, Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2006.

[40] J. van Wingerden, “Control of wind turbines with smart rotors: proof of concept and LPV subspace identification,” Ph.D. dissertation, Delft University of Technology, Delft, The Netherlands, 2008.

[41] A. Isidori, Nonlinear Control Systems. Springer Verlag, 1989. [42] T. Kailath, Linear Systems. Prentice Hall, 1980.

[43] V. Verdult and M. Verhaegen, “Kernel methods for subspace identification of multivariable LPV and bilinear systems,” Automatica, vol. 41, pp. 1557–1565, 2005.

[44] Y. Wang and E. Sontag, “Generating series and nonlinear systems:

analytic aspects, local realizability and i/o representations,” Forum Mathematicum, no. 4, pp. 299–322, 1992.

[45] ——, “On two definitions of observation spaces,” Systems and Control Letters, vol. 13, pp. 279–289, 1989.

[46] E. Sontag, “Realization theory of discrete-time nonlinear systems: Part i - the bounded case,” IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems, vol. 26, pp. 342–356, 1979.

[47] A. Isidori, Nonlinear Control Systems. Springer, 1995. [48] ——, “Direct construction of minimal bilinear realizations from nonlinear input-output maps,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, pp. 626–631, 1973.

[49] H. Sussmann, “Single-input observability of continuous-time systems,” Mathematical systems theory, vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 371–393, 1978.

[50] Y. Wang and E. D. Sontag, “Orders of input/output differential equations and state space dimensions,” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, vol. 33, pp. 1102–1127, 1995.

[51] L. Silverman and H. Meadows, “Controllability and observability in time-variable linear systems,” SIAM Journal on Control, vol. 5, no. 1, pp. 64–73, 1967.