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Controllability and observability are properties
that establish the existence of full-state con-
trollers and observers, respectively. The notions
of output controllability and functional observ-
ability are generalizations that enable respectively
the control and estimation of part of the state
vector. These generalizations are of utmost im-
portance in applications to high-dimensional sys-
tems, such as large-scale networks, in which only
a target subset of variables (nodes) are sought to
be controlled or estimated. Although the duality
between controllability and observability is well
established, the characterization of the duality be-
tween their generalized counterparts remains an
outstanding problem. Here, we establish both the
weak and the strong duality between output con-
trollability and functional observability. Specif-
ically, we show that functional observability of a
system implies output controllability of a dual sys-
tem (weak duality), and that under a certain con-
dition the converse also holds (strong duality). As
an application of the strong duality principle, we
derive a necessary and sufficient condition for tar-
get control via static feedback. This allow us to es-
tablish a separation principle between the design
of a feedback target controller and the design of a
functional observer in closed-loop systems. These
results generalize the well-known duality and sep-
aration principles in modern control theory.
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1 Introduction

Duality is a mathematical concept that enables the so-
lution of one problem to be mapped to the solution of
another problem. In modern control theory, the most
fundamental example of duality is that between control-
lability and observability, as introduced by Kalman [1].
Controllability (observability) characterizes the necessary
and sufficient condition for the existence of a controller
(observer) capable of steering (estimating) the full state
of a dynamical system. The duality principle between
controllability and observability states that a system is
observable if and only if the dual (transposed) system is
controllable. When a system is both controllable and ob-
servable, the separation principle further establishes that
the design of a state feedback controller and of a state
observer are mutually independent. The latter facilitates
the design of a closed-loop system with feedback from
estimated states.

The analysis of controllability and observability has
laid a theoretical foundation for full-state controller and
observer design, respectively. However, the control and
estimation of the entire system state is often unfeasible
or not required in high-dimensional systems of current
interest, such as large-scale networks [2–5]. The unfea-
sibility may arise from physical and/or costs constraints
in the placement of actuators and sensors [6, 7] or from
a prohibitively high energy required for the operation of
these components [8, 9]. These practical limitations led
to the development of methods to control and estimate
only part of the state vector of the system [10,11], which
subsequently motivated the generalized properties of out-
put controllability [12] and functional observability [13].
Such properties characterize the minimal conditions that
enable the control and estimation of pre-specified lower-
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order functions of the state variables. As a result, these
concepts can lead to a substantial order reduction in con-
troller and observer synthesis, as recently demonstrated
in target control [14–16] and target estimation [17, 18] of
selected subsets of variables (nodes) in large-scale dynam-
ical networks.

Unlike the concepts of (full-state) controllability and
observability [1], output controllability and functional ob-
servability emerged in the literature in different contexts
and half a century apart [12, 13]. Despite the similar-
ities in purpose, respectively to control and estimate a
lower-order function, the existence of a mapping between
functional observability of a system and output control-
lability of another (dual) system is yet to be established.
This is the case because the relation between the gener-
alized properties—and between the set of observable and
controllable nodes [19]—does not follow straightforwardly
from the classical duality principle. For instance, the out-
put controllability of a system does not always imply func-
tional observability of a transposed system (as explicitly
shown in Section 2.1). Consequently, algorithms devel-
oped for optimal actuator placement in output controlla-
bility [14,15,20,21] cannot be employed with guaranteed
performance for optimal sensor placement in functional
observability [17], and vice versa. This is in contrast
with the case of full-state controllability and observabil-
ity, where a single algorithm can be used to solve both
placement problems due to the classical duality principle
[22,23].

In this paper, we establish a duality principle between
output controllability and functional observability. Mo-
tivated by the notions of weak and strong duality in op-
timization theory1 [24, 25], we derive a weak duality be-
tween both properties in which the functional observabil-
ity of a system implies the output controllability of a dual
(transposed) system. Moreover, under a specific condi-
tion, we establish the strong duality in which the converse
also holds. Strong duality leads to the necessary and suf-
ficient conditions for target control via static feedback:
when a system is output controllable and its dual system
is functionally observable, we show that static feedback
control of a linear function of the state variables is possi-
ble. Based on these results, we then establish a separation
principle in closed-loop systems between the design of a
feedback target controller and that of a functional ob-
server. These contributions are shown to be the natural
extensions of the classical duality and separation princi-
ples in modern control theory.

1In optimization theory, the “weak” duality principle establishes
that the optimal solution of a dual problem provides a bound to
the solution of a primal problem. The notion of “strong” duality
usually requires additional conditions and concerns scenarios where
the difference between the solutions of the primal and the dual
problem (also known as the duality gap) is zero.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews
the notions of output controllability and functional ob-
servability. Sections 3 and 4 present our main results,
respectively establishing the duality and separation prin-
ciples between the generalized notions of controllability
and observability. Section 5 summarizes our contribu-
tions and discusses opportunities for future research.

2 Preliminaries

Consider the linear time-invariant dynamical system

ẋ = Ax+Bu, (1)

y = Cx, (2)

where x ∈ Rn is the state vector, u ∈ Rp is the input vec-
tor, y ∈ Rq is the output vector, A ∈ Rn×n is the system
matrix, B ∈ Rn×p is the input matrix, and C ∈ Rq×n is
the output matrix. By convention, we use (A,B) to ana-
lyze the controllability of a system with system matrix A
and input matrix B, and (C,A) to analyze the observabil-
ity of a system with output matrix C and system matrix
A. The linear function of the state variables

z = Fx (3)

defines the target vector z ∈ Rr sought to be controlled
or estimated, where F ∈ Rr×n is the functional matrix
(r ≤ n).

Let the output controllable set CF of a system (1)–(3)
be the set of all reachable states z∗ ∈ Rr for which there
exists an input u(t) that steers the system from an ini-
tial state x(0) = 0 to some final state x(t1) in finite time
t ∈ [0, t1] such that z(t1) = Fx(t1) := z∗. The system
represented by the triple (A,B;F ) is output controllable
when the set CF is Rr. A necessary and sufficient condi-
tion for output controllability is [12,26]

rank(FC) = rank(F ), (4)

where C = [B AB A2B . . . An−1B] is the controllability
matrix. In particular, condition (4) is necessary and suffi-
cient for the invertibility of FWc(t1)F

T [27, Section 9.6],
hence guaranteeing that, for each z∗ ∈ CF , there exists a
control law

u(t) = BTeA
T(t1−t)FT(FWc(t1)F

T)−1z∗ (5)

capable of steering the target vector from z(0) = 0 to

z(t1) = z∗, where Wc(t) =
∫ t

0
eA(t−τ)BBTeA

T(t−τ)dτ is
the controllability Gramian.

Remark 1. The nomenclature “output controllability”
was originally motivated by applications in which the tar-
get vector z(t) sought to be controlled was precisely the
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output y(t) (i.e., F = C) [12,26,28]. However, this prop-
erty can be defined more generally for any F as presented
above. This led to the notion of “partial stability and
control” for linear and nonlinear systems [11, 29], as well
as the more contemporaneous terminology “target con-
trollability” in graph-theoretical studies in which only a
subset of variables (nodes) are sought to be controlled
[14,15,20,21,30,31].

In addition, let the functionally observable set OF of
system (1)–(3) be the set of all z∗ ∈ Rr such that the
initial condition z(0) = Fx(0) := z∗ can be uniquely
determined from the output y(t) and input u(t) signals
over t ∈ [0, t1]. The system represented by the triple
(C,A;F ) is functionally observable when the set OF is
Rr. A necessary and sufficient condition for functional
observability is

rank

([
O
F

])
= rank(O), (6)

where O = [CT (CA)T (CA2)T . . . (CAn−1)T]T is the
observability matrix (see proof of this result in [32, The-
orem 5] and [33, Section I]). Indeed, condition (6) is
necessary and sufficient for the existence of some matrix
G ∈ Rr×n such that GWo(t1) = F , guaranteeing the re-
construction of the initial condition in finite time [17].
That is,

Wo(t1)x(0) =

∫ t1

0

eA
TtCTh(t,u,y)dt (7)

implies z(0) = G

∫ t1

0

eA
TtCTh(t,u,y)dt, (8)

where h(t,u,y) = y(t) − C
∫ t

0
e−AτBu(τ)dτ is a func-

tional of the system input u(t) and output y(t) over

t ∈ [0, t1], and Wo(t) =
∫ t

0
eA

TτCTCeAτdτ is the observ-
ability Gramian.

Remark 2. If all state variables are sought to be con-
trolled or estimated (i.e., F = In, where In is the iden-
tity matrix of size n), then conditions (4) and (6) re-
duce, respectively, to the classical conditions of full-state
controllability (rank(C) = n) and full-state observability
(rank(O) = n).

Throughout, we use (A,B;F ) to analyze the output
controllability of a system with system matrix A, input
matrix B, and functional matrix F , and we use the ter-
minology “target control” to refer to the control of the
target vector z(t) via an input signal u(t). Likewise, we
use (C,A;F ) to analyze the functional observability of a
system with output matrix C, system matrix A, and func-
tional matrix F , and we use “target estimation” to refer

to the estimation of the target vector z(t) from an out-
put signal y(t). The following assumption is considered
in this paper.

Assumption 1. The functional matrix has linearly in-
dependent rows (i.e., rank(F ) = r).

This assumption guarantees that an output control-
lable system can drive independently every component
zi(t) of the target vector to any arbitrary final state
z⋆
i . In the functional observability problem, this as-

sumption is made without loss of generality given that
z′ := F ′x = γTz for some γ ∈ Rr and any F ′ that is
a linear combination of the rows of F . Thus, z′ can be
inferred from z, which in turn is uniquely determined by
y if and only if (C,A;F ) is functionally observable.

2.1 Example

We show that output controllability and functional ob-
servability are not always directly related by a system
transposition, in contrast with the classical duality be-
tween full-state controllability and observability. Con-
sider a dynamical system (1)–(3) given by

A =

0 0 0
1 0 0
1 0 0

 , B =

10
0

 , F =
[
0 1 0

]
. (9)

The system (A,B) is uncontrollable and, by duality,
(BT, AT) is unobservable. Given that rank(FC) =
rank(F ) = 1, the system (A,B;F ) is output controllable.
On the other hand, the transposed system (BT, AT;F )
is not functionally observable since rank[OT FT]T = 3 >
2 = rank(O).

3 Duality Principle

We now generalize the concept of duality between con-
trollability and observability. Consider a pair of sys-
tems (C,A;F ) and (AT, CT;F ). We show that the func-
tional observability of the former is in general a suffi-
cient (but unnecessary) condition for the output control-
lability of the latter. This result will thus establish the
weak duality between functional observability and output
controllability. By further imposing a certain condition
on the system matrices, the functional observability of
(C,A;F ) becomes equivalent to the output controllabil-
ity of (AT, CT;F ), which we call the strong duality.
In what follows, let OF be the functionally observable

set of the system (C,A;F ) and CF be the output con-
trollable set of the dual system (AT, CT;F ). Given any
final time t1, the observability Gramian of system (C,A)
and the controllability Gramian of system (AT, CT) coin-

cide, and we denote it by W =
∫ t1
0

eA
TτCTCeAτdτ . Let
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W = UΛUH be the eigendecomposition of the symmetric
matrix W , where Λ is the diagonal of eigenvalues and U is
the unitary matrix of eigenvectors. We partition U into
U = [U1 U2], where U1 and U2 consist of columns cor-
responding to nonzero and zero eigenvalues, respectively.
Clearly, W = U1Λ1U

H
1 , where Λ1 is the diagonal matrix

of nonzero eigenvalues. We have that Im(W ) = Im(U1)
and Ker(W ) = Im(U2).

Theorem 1 (Weak duality). For any given pair of
systems (C,A;F ) and (AT, CT;F ), the relation OF ⊆
CF holds. Therefore, if (C,A;F ) is functionally observ-
able, then (AT, CT;F ) is output controllable.

Proof. According to [34, Theorem 2.2], the set of reach-
able states of system (AT, CT;F ) is equal to the image
set of the controllability Gramian Im(W ). Therefore,
CF = F Im(W ). For system (C,A;F ), consider Eq. (7),
which is equivalent to

UH
1 x(0) = Λ−1

1 UH
1

∫ t1

0

eA
TtCTh(t,u,y)dt. (10)

Thus, z(0) = Fx(0) = FU1U
H
1 x(0)+FU2U

H
2 x(0), yield-

ing

z(0) = FU1Λ
−1
1 UH

1

∫ t1

0

eA
TtCTh(t,u,y)dt

+ FU2U
H
2 x(0).

(11)

Since the initial condition x(0) is arbitrary and unknown,
it follows from Eq. (11) that z(0) can be uniquely deter-
mined by the (known) functional h(t,u,y) of the system
input and output only if FU2U

H
2 x(0) = 0, which is equiv-

alent to the condition z(0) ⊥ F Im(U2). It thus follows
from Eq. (11) that the necessary and sufficient condition
for z(0) to be uniquely determined from h(t,u, z) is that
z(0) ⊥ F Im(U2) and z(0) ∈ F Im(U1). Consequently,

OF = Im(FU1) ∩ (F Im(U2))
⊥ = CF ∩ (F Ker(W ))⊥.

(12)
It follows that OF ⊆ CF . If (C,A;F ) is functionally ob-
servable, then OF = Rr and hence CF = Rr. Thus, by
definition, (AT, CT;F ) is output controllable.

Theorem 2 (Strong duality). For any given pair of sys-
tems (C,A;F ) and (AT, CT;F ), the relation OF = CF
holds if and only if F Im(W ) ⊥ F Ker(W ). Under this
condition, (C,A;F ) is functionally observable if and only
if (AT, CT;F ) is output controllable.

Proof. According to Eq. (12), OF = CF if and only if
CF ⊆ (F Ker(W ))⊥, which is equivalent to F Im(W ) ⊥
F Ker(W ). Moreover, if CF = OF = Rr, then by defini-
tion (C,A;F ) is functionally observable and (AT, CT;F )
is output controllable.

Figure 1: Diagram of the established duality principle
between functional observability and output controllability.
Solid arrows indicate that a given property implies another
while dashed arrows indicate that a property implies the other
under certain conditions.

Remark 3. Theorems 1 and 2 provide a geometric char-
acterization of the generalized duality in terms of the in-
clusion relation between the output controllable set CF
and the functionally observable set OF . We can define
the duality gap as γ = dim(CF ) − dim(OF ) ≥ 0. The
strong duality holds if and only if γ = 0.

Remark 4. Theorem 2 generalizes the classical duality
principle between full-state controllability and observabil-
ity [35, Theorem 6.5]. To see this, note that for F = In
the condition in Theorem 2 reduces to Im(W ) ⊥ Ker(W ),
which holds for any symmetric matrix W . Thus, OIn =
CIn , γ = 0, and the observability of (C,A; In) implies and
is implied by the controllability of (AT, CT; In).

Remark 5. The geometric relation (12) between the sets
OF and CF has a direct interpretation in the geomet-
ric approach to control theory [36, 37]. It follows from
condition (4) that the triple (A,B;F ) is output control-
lable if and only if F ⟨A| Im(B)⟩ = Rr [38], where the
controllable subspace ⟨A| Im(B)⟩ = Im(B) + A Im(B) +
. . . + An−1 Im(B) is the smallest A-invariant subspace
containing Im(B). Likewise, it follows from condition
(6) that (C,A;F ) is functionally observable if and only
if Im(FT) ∩ N = {0}, where the unobservable subspace

N =
⋂n−1

i=0 Ker(CAi) is the largest A-invariant subspace
contained in Ker(C). For a pair of dual systems (C,A;F )
and (AT, CT;F ), we have N = ⟨AT| Im(CT)⟩⊥. From the
duality principle, it follows that Im(FT) ∩ N = {0} im-
plies FN⊥ = Rr and the converse holds if and only if
FN⊥ ⊥ FN .

Fig. 1 illustrates the relation between the output con-
trollable space CF and the functional observable space OF
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of a pair of systems. When CF = Rr and/or OF = Rr

holds, this relation leads to the weak and strong duality
principles between the output controllability and func-
tional observability properties, as well as the classical
cases for F = In. Strong duality may hold even if the
two systems are neither output controllable nor function-
ally observable (e.g., the trivial case where C = 0 and
W = 0, and hence F Im(0) ⊥ F Ker(0)). On the other
hand, strong duality always holds if a system is function-
ally observable, but not necessarily if the system is output
controllable. The following corollaries provide sufficient
conditions for the strong duality principle.

Corollary 1. A pair of systems (C,A;F ) and
(AT, CT;F ) is strongly dual (i.e., OF = CF ) if the rank
condition (6) is satisfied for the system (C,A;F ).

Proof. If condition (6) is satisfied, then row(F ) ⊆ row(O)
and F Ker(O) = {0}. Since Im(W ) = Im(O), it follows
that the strong duality condition in Theorem 2 holds triv-
ially.

Corollary 2. A pair of systems (C,A;F ) and
(AT, CT;F ) is strongly dual if z = Fx is a conformal
linear transformation.

Proof. By definition, F represents a conformal linear
transformation if and only if the transformation preserves

the angles between any two vectors, and thus ⟨x,x̃⟩
|x||x̃| =

⟨Fx,F x̃⟩
|Fx||F x̃| for all x, x̃ ∈ Rn. Since Im(W ) ⊥ Ker(W ), the

orthogonality F Im(W ) ⊥ F Ker(W ) is preserved.

3.1 Example

Consider the 5-dimensional dynamical system given by

A =


−1 0 0 0 −1
−1 a22 0 0 0
0 0 a33 0 0
0 0 0 a44 0
0 −1 −1 −1 −1

 , C =
[
0 0 0 0 1

]
,

(13)
and the target vector (3) defined by

F =
[
0 1 0 0 0

]
. (14)

Let a22 ̸= 0 and a33 = a44 = 0 except when stated oth-
erwise. Fig. 2a provides a graph representation of this
system. The observability matrix corresponding to the
pair (C,A) is thus given by

O =


0 0 0 0 1
0 −1 −1 −1 −1
1 −a22 + 1 1 1 1

a22 − 2 −a222 + a22 − 1 −1 −1 −2
a222 − 2a22 + 3 −a322 + a222 − a22 + 2 2 2 −a22 + 4

 .

(15)

b 1

2 3

4
5

1

2 3

4
5

1

2 3

4
5

1

2 3

4
5

a

Figure 2: Graph representation of a dual pair of dynamical
systems. (a) System (C,A;F ), defined by matrices (13) and
(14). (b) Dual system (AT, CT;F ). In each system, nodes rep-
resent the state variables {x1, . . . , xn} and an edge connecting
node j to node i represents the nonzero entry aij in the sys-
tem matrix A. Note that transposing A in the dual system
is equivalent to reversing the direction of the corresponding
edges linking two nodes. The input, output, and target vari-
ables are highlighted by yellow, blue, and red nodes, respec-
tively.

The system is unobservable given that rank(O) < 5.
However, the system is still functionally observable with
respect to the functional (14) since row(F ) ⊆ row(O),
hence satisfying condition (6). Thus, although it is
not possible to reconstruct the full-state vector x =
[x1, . . . x5]

T from measurements y(t) = x5(t) over t ∈
[0, t1], the target variable z = x2 can be reconstructed in
finite time.

Consider now the dual system to (13) given by the
transposed system matrix AT and an input matrix B =
CT, as illustrated by the graph representation in Fig. 2b.
The weak duality principle (Theorem 1) establishes that,
since the system (C,A;F ) is functionally observable, the
dual system (AT, CT;F ) is necessarily output control-
lable. This can be directly checked by computing the
controllability matrix of (AT, CT), given by C = OT, and
verifying that condition (4) is satisfied.

The converse relation, however, is not always true: out-
put controllability of the dual system is not sufficient for
the functional observability of the original system. By
considering a22 = 0 (equivalent to the absence of a self-
edge in node 2 in Fig. 2), the dual system (AT, CT;F )
remains output controllable (i.e., rank([0 −1 1 −1 2]) =
rank(F )), although the original system (C,A;F ) loses
functional observability (i.e., row(F ) ⊈ row(O)). This
follows from the properties of the controllable and ob-
servable spaces defined by the Gramian W , as we show
next. First, recall that Im(W ) = Im(O) = Im(CT). From
Eq. (15), for a22 = 0 it follows that

5



F Im(W ) = span{
[
0 1 0 −1 1

]
}, (16)

F Ker(W ) = span{
[
0 2 −1 −1 0

]
}. (17)

Since the subspaces F Im(W ) and F Ker(W ) are not or-
thogonal, the condition for strong duality (Theorem 2)
is not satisfied and the original system (C,A;F ) is not
functionally observable. Indeed, strong duality is possi-
ble only if a22 ̸= 0, where F Ker(W ) = {0} and thus
F Im(W ) ⊥ F Ker(W ).

3.2 Target control and observation en-
ergy in networks

In applications to large-scale networks, testing the output
controllability and functional observability of a system us-
ing the algebraic rank conditions (4) and (6), respectively,
can be prone to numerical challenges due to the poor con-
ditioning of the controllability and observability matrices
for large n. To circumvent these challenges, generic no-
tions of output controllability [15,20,21,30,31] and func-
tional observability [17] for structured systems have been
proposed in the literature. These previous studies estab-
lished intuitive graph-theoretic conditions based on the
network structure, the set of actuators (or sensors), and
the set of targets—respectively encoded by matrices A,
B (or C), and F . The structural approach has led to effi-
cient algorithms for the minimum placement of actuators
and sensors in large-scale networks, and is suitable for
systems involving modeling uncertainties in the parame-
ters (when the structure of A is reliably known but the
exact numerical entries are not).

We have recently investigated the output controllability
and functional observability problems from a structural
viewpoint [39]. This allowed us to leverage duality to re-
purpose existing algorithms for minimum actuator/sensor
placement to address previously unsolved problems. In
addition to establishing that the output controllability
and functional observability of a system can be reliably
tested, it is important to address the question of how
“hard” it is to control or observe the target vector z(t).
For practical purposes, and in accordance with the exist-
ing literature [6,7,16,40,41], we measure this hardness in
terms of energy. We propose the following measures of the
control (observation) energy required to drive (observe) a
target vector.

Target control energy. Consider an output con-
trollable system (A,B;F ). Let the control signal u(t)
be determined by Eq. (5), which is the control law that

requires the smallest amount of energy
∫ t1
0
∥u(t)∥2dt in

order to drive a target vector from the initial state
z(0) := Fx(0) = 0 to a given final state z∗ := Fx∗,
where x∗ := x(t1). We refer to z∗ for which the mini-
mum energy is the largest as the worst-case scenario and

the corresponding energy as the maximum target control
energy [16]:

Etc := max
∥Fx∗∥=1

∫ t1

0

∥u(t)∥2dt = 1

λmin(FWcFT)
, (18)

where λmin(·) denotes the minimum eigenvalue of a ma-
trix. This expression can be derived by considering Eq.
(5) for the initial state x(0) = 0, which leads to∫ t1

0

∥u(t)∥2dt = (z∗)T(FWcF
T)−1z∗

≤ λmax

(
(FWcF

T)−1
)
∥z∗∥.

(19)

If the system is not output controllable, then
FWFT is singular and thus the optimal control energy∫ t1
0
∥u(t)∥2dt is undefined. This possibility is accounted

for by Eq. (18) since λmin(FWFT) = 0 and hence target
control is unfeasible in this case (i.e., Etc =∞).

Target observation energy. Consider a functionally
observable system (C,A;F ). We now propose a measure
of the energy contribution to the output signal that comes
from the (initial) target state z∗ := Fx∗ to be observed,
where here x∗ := x(0) denotes the initial state. For the
worst-case scenario, we call this measure the minimum
target observation energy and express it as

Eto := min
∥Fx∗∥=1

∫ t1

0

∥y(t)∥2dt = 1

λmax(FW †
oFT)

, (20)

where we assumed that the matrix A is Hurwitz stable
so that the output signal is bounded. Small values of
Eto imply small contributions of z∗ to the output energy∫ t1
0
∥y(t)∥2dt, which may be obscured by practical factors

(e.g., noise and numerical errors) and in turn compromise
the target estimation accuracy.

To solve the optimization problem (20), consider

the Lagrangian function L(x∗, λ) =
∫ t1
0
∥y(t)∥2dt +

λ(∥Fx∗∥2− 1), where λ is the Lagrangian multiplier and∫ t1
0
∥y(t)∥2dt = (x∗)TWox

∗. The critical points (x∗, λ)
of L are thus given by

∇x∗L(x∗, λ) = (Wo − λFTF )x∗ = 0. (21)

Evaluating the cost function at these critical points
yields

∫ t1
0
∥y(t)∥2dt = (x∗)TWox

∗ = (x∗)TλFTFx∗ =

λ∥Fx∗∥2 = λ, where we imposed the constraint ∥Fx∗∥ =
1. From (21), it follows that the Lagrangian multiplier λ
is an eigenvalue of the matrix pencil Wo − λFTF , also
denoted (Wo, F

TF ). Therefore, Eto = λmin(Wo, F
TF ),

which is the smallest eigenvalue of the matrix pencil
(Wo, F

TF ). Multiplying Eq. (21) on the left by G and
recalling that GWo = F , we obtain(

GFT − 1

λ
Ir

)
z0 = 0. (22)
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Figure 3: Target control energy Etc and target observation energy Eto as a function of the network size n in (a) scale-
free networks, (b) small-world networks, and (c) chain networks. Each data point represents the average energy across
100 independent realizations of the network models. For each realization, the state variables xi representing nodes in the
network are actuated independently in the left panel (i.e., B ∈ Rn×p has only one nonzero entry per column) and measured
independently in the right panel (i.e., C ∈ Rq×n has only one nonzero entry per row). In (a) and (b), the target variables are
also selected independently (i.e., F ∈ Rr×n has only one nonzero entry per row), and the nonzero entries of F , B, and C are
selected randomly. The curves are color coded according to the fraction of target nodes r/n, for p = q = 0.1n. In (c), we set
p = q = r = 1, where only the first node is actuated in the left panel (i.e., B = [1 0 0 . . . 0]T) and measured in right panel
(i.e., C = BT). The target variable is defined as z =

∑n
i=1 xi (i.e., F = [1 1 1 . . . 1]). In all simulations, the Gramian W is

computed using the system matrix A = −(L + αIn), where L represents the Laplacian matrix of the (symmetric) adjacency
matrix G, α = 0.1 is set to ensure numerical stability of the matrices for large systems, and Gij ∼ U [0, 1] if node j is connected
to i and Gij = 0 otherwise. The scale-free networks were generated using the Barabási–Albert model [42], where each new
node is preferentially attached to 3 existing nodes, and the small-world networks were generated using the Newman–Watts
model [43], where the probability of adding a new edge to a ring graph is 0.2.

This implies that Eto = λmin(Wo, F
TF ) =[

λmax(GFT)
]−1

, where G = FW †
o and W †

o denotes
the right pseudoinverse of Wo (i.e., WoW

†
o = In). Note

that if the system is not functionally observable, there
does not exist a matrix G such that GWo = F and hence
Eto is undefined.

Remark 6. By imposing the constraint ∥Fx∗∥ = 1, the
worst-case energies in Eqs. (18) and (20) correspond to
the directions in the row space of F that are the hard-
est to control and observe, respectively. For the special
case of F = In, the target control energy reduces to the
worst-case controllability measure Etc = [λmin(Wc)]

−1

studied in past work on full-state control [6, 7, 40]; sim-
ilarly, the target observation energy reduces to Eto =[
λmax(W

−1
o )

]−1
= λmin(Wo).

Remark 7. For a pair of dual systems, the controllability
and observability Gramians are equal (Wc = Wo =: W )
but the energy measures Etc and Eto are not directly re-
lated in general. As a special case, when F has orthonor-
mal columns (i.e., FTF = In), it follows that FT = F †

and FW †FT = (FT)†W †F † = (FWFT)†. By assump-
tion, Etc (Eto) is defined for output controllable (func-
tionally observable) systems. Therefore, FWFT is non-
singular and (FWFT)† = (FWFT)−1, yielding the rela-
tion Eto = E−1

tc . This example suggests that the degree of

difficulty to observe a system (C,A;F ) goes hand in hand
with the difficulty to control the dual system (AT, CT;F ).
However, such a simple relation is not expected for a gen-
eral pair of dual systems, as illustrated below.

Example. Fig. 3a,b presents the scaling of the target
energy measures for scale-free and small-world networks
of increasing size. The target control (observation) en-
ergy increases (decreases) on average with the network
size n. As expected, the rate of increase depends on the
underlying network structure as well as the proportion of
target variables. Since the control and output energy are
limited in practical applications, it is usually unfeasible to
control (reconstruct) the target state of networks associ-
ated with small (large) eigenvalues of FWcF

T (FW †
oF

T).
Nonetheless, the energy required to drive a target vec-
tor is much smaller than the energy required to drive the
full-state vector when the number of target nodes is small
compared to the network size (r ≪ n). Likewise, the out-
put energy retains much more information of the target
state than of the full state, as indicated by larger values
of Eto for r ≪ n. This illustrates some of the advantages
of an output controllability/functional observability ap-
proach to state control/estimation problems in large-scale
systems.

The results in Fig. 3a,b are generated for a random se-
lection of actuated, measured, and targeted variables in
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the network. In this case, the anticorrelated trend in the
dependence of Etc and Eto with n is qualitatively similar
to the example discussed in Remark 7, even though the
columns of F are generally non-orthonormal. This rela-
tionship is not guaranteed to hold when actuators/sensors
are placed optimally (rather than randomly) in the net-
work. An example of the latter is given in Fig. 3c for
chain networks of increasing size and specific choices of
actuator, sensor, and target nodes. In this case, the en-
ergy Eto still decreases on average as n increases whereas
Etc remains constant for all n. Thus, the cost of target
control and estimation methods can be further optimized
through the placement of actuators and sensors in the
network, respectively. Based on these results, we sug-
gest that the development of cost-effective algorithms for
the optimal sensor placement for functional observability
(which is currently an open problem) should be possible
by leveraging existing algorithms for the optimal actuator
placement for target controllability [16,30].

4 Duality and Target Control

Full-state controllability is a necessary and sufficient con-
dition not only for the control of the system state x from
any initial condition to any final condition, but also for
the design of static feedback control systems with arbi-
trary poles. On the other hand, its generalized counter-
part, output controllability, has only been shown to be
a necessary and sufficient condition for the control of the
target vector z from any initial condition to any final con-
dition via the open-loop control law (5) (based on the con-
trollability Gramian) [16,26]. Although optimal in terms
of control energy, such control law is prone to parameter
uncertainties and disturbances in the system. There is
no known relation between output controllability and the
design of a control system with static feedback u = −Kx
[26]. This severely undermines the notion of output con-
trollability as a condition for target control applications
in closed-loop systems (e.g., stabilization, regulation, and
tracking problems with respect to part of the state vector
[11]).

In this section, we show how the derived duality prin-
ciples can be applied to establish a necessary and suffi-
cient condition for target control via static feedback. More
specifically, we show that, given a system (A,B;F ), there
exists some static feedback matrix K ∈ Rp×n and an in-
put u = −Kx such that the closed-loop system

ẋ = (A−BK)x (23)

can be controlled with respect to the target subspace (3)
if and only if the dual system (BT, AT;F ) is function-
ally observable. In the classical pole placement problem,

full-state controllability ensures that all the closed-loop
poles (eigenvalues of A − BK) can be arbitrarily placed
with a static feedback signal u(t). This allows the full-
state vector x(t) to be steered with a pre-specified dy-
namical response (in terms of transient characteristics,
such as settling time, rise time, and transient oscillations).
Here, instead, we solve a partial pole placement prob-
lem in which the control objective is to design a static
feedback signal that arbitrarily places only the subset of
closed-loop poles Σ (defined below) that directly influence
the time response characteristics of z(t). This allows the
design of a control signal u(t) that stabilizes (or destabi-
lizes) the target vector z(t) with a pre-specified response.

Before stating the theorem, we first define the eigen-
pair (λi,vij) corresponding to an eigenvalue λi of A and
its left eigenvector vij ∈ Cn, for j = 1, . . . , ki, where ki is
the geometric multiplicity of λi. Let Vi ∈ Cn×ki be an or-
thogonal basis of the eigenspace {v ∈ Cn | (AT−λiIn)v},
Q = FT(FFT)−1F be the orthogonal projection onto
row(F ), and |J | be the number of elements in a set J .

Theorem 3 (Target control via static feedback). Con-
sider a system (A,B;F ) with static feedback u = −Kx.
There exists a feedback matrix K such that every eigen-
pair in

Σ =
{
(λi,vij) |Qvij ̸= 0, j ∈ Ji ⊆ {1, . . . , ki},

|Ji| = rank(QVi)
} (24)

can be arbitrarily placed in the closed-loop system (23) if
and only if the dual system (BT, AT;F ) is functionally
observable.

Proof. Let C be the controllability matrix of (A,B;F )
and O = CT be observability matrix of (BT, AT;F ), and
assume that rank(C) = m < n. We apply the following
canonical decomposition [35] to system (A,B;F ). Let
PT = [p1 . . . pn] ∈ Rn×n be a unitary matrix such that
the first m columns {p1, . . . , pm} lie in the column space
of C and {pm+1, . . . , pn} are arbitrarily chosen such that
P is nonsingular. Therefore, the similarity transforma-
tion x̄ := [xT

c xT
u ]

T = Px decomposes x into the con-
trollable variables xc ∈ Rm and uncontrollable variables
xu ∈ Rn−m. Applying this decomposition to system (1)–
(3) yields: [

ẋc

ẋu

]
=

[
Ac A12

0 Au

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Ā

[
xc

xu

]
+

[
Bc

0

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

B̄

u,

y =
[
Cc Cu

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
C̄

[
xc

xu

]
,

z =
[
Fc Fu

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
F̄

[
xc

xu

]
,

(25)
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where Ā = PAPT, B̄ = PB, C̄ = CPT, and F̄ = FPT.
Given that [Fc Fu] = FPT, then Fu = 0 if and only if

row(F ) ⊆ row([p1 . . . pm]T) = row(CT). Since O = CT,
this condition is equivalent to row(F ) ⊆ row(O), which
holds if and only if condition (6) is satisfied for a triple
(BT, AT;F ). Therefore, Fu = 0 if and only if (BT, AT;F )
is functionally observable.

Before proceeding with the rest of the proof, we first re-
call that the subsystem (Ac, Bc) is controllable and, there-
fore, all eigenvalues (and eigenpairs) of the closed-loop
system (Ac − BcKc) can be arbitrarily placed via static
feedback u = −Kx, where KPT = [Kc Ku] [35, Theo-
rem 10]. Given the similarity transformation P , for each
eigenpair (λi,vij) of A, there is a corresponding eigenpair
(λi, v̄ij) of PAPT sharing the same eigenvalue λi, where
v̄ij = [(vc

ij)
T (vu

ij)
T]T = Pvij . Under a transformation

P , all elements of Σ have a one-to-one correspondence to
the elements of the subset of eigenpairs of PAPT:

Σ̄ =
{
(λi, v̄ij) |QPTv̄ij ̸= 0, j ∈ Ji ⊆ {1, . . . , ki},

|Ji| = rank(QVi)
}
,

(26)

Note that, due to the structure of the decomposed system
(25), we can construct a set of eigenvectors (λi, v̄ij) ∈ Σ̄
such that all eigenvectors v̄ij satisfy either v̄c

ij = 0 or
v̄u
ij = 0.

Now we show that every eigenpair (λi, v̄ij) ∈ Σ̄ can be
arbitrarily placed if and only if Fu = 0 (i.e., (BT, AT;F )
is functionally observable). The proof then follows from
the fact that every (λi, v̄ij) ∈ Σ̄ can be arbitrarily placed
by some feedback matrix KPT, which implies that every
(λi,vij) ∈ Σ can also be abitrarily placed by K.
Sufficiency. Assuming Fu = 0, we show that any eigen-

pair (λi, v̄ij) ∈ Σ̄ can be arbitrarily placed when λi has
multiplicity ki = 1 and ki > 1. For non-repeated eigen-
values λi (ki = 1), by definition (λi, v̄i1) ∈ Σ̄ if

QPTv̄i1 = FT(FFT)−1
[
Fc Fu

] [vc
i1

vu
i1

]
̸= 0. (27)

For any eigenpair (λi, v̄i1) that cannot be arbitrarily
placed, we have that v̄c

i1 = 0 and, since Fu = 0, it follows
that QPTv̄i1 = 0. Thus, any eigenpairs (λi, v̄i1) that sat-
isfy QPTv̄i1 ̸= 0, and by definition belong to Σ̄, can be
arbitrarily placed.

For each eigenvalue λi with multiplicity ki > 1, note
that, since all eigenvectors v̄ij are linearly independent,
it follows that the projected vectors Qv̄ij are also lin-
early independent due to the orthogonality of Q. There-
fore, all |Ji| eigenvectors v̄ij in Σ̄ are linearly indepen-
dent under the projection QPT. Let diag(Im, 0n−m)v̄ij

be a projection of the eigenvector v̄ij onto the control-
lable subspace. Since Fu = 0, it follows that row(F ) =
row(F̄P ) = row([Fc 0r×n−m]) ⊆ row(diag(Im, 0n−m)).

Figure 4: Relation between output controllability, functional
observability, and static feedback system design for target con-
trol (with arbitrary pole placement). Solid arrows indicate
that a given property implies another while dashed arrows
indicate that a property implies another under certain condi-
tions.

Consequently, for each eigenvalue λi, all eigenvectors
v̄ij in Σ̄ are also linearly independent under the pro-
jection diag(Im, 0n−m). This implies that all eigenpairs
(λi, v̄ij) ∈ Σ̄ can be arbitrarily placed.
Necessity. By assuming Fu ̸= 0, we show that there

exists at least one eigenpair (λi, v̄ij) ∈ Σ̄ that cannot be
arbitrarily placed. Recall that every eigenpair (λi, v̄ij)
that cannot be arbitrarily placed satisfies vc

ij = 0, yield-

ing QPTs = FT(FFT)−1Fuv
u
ij . Note that Fu ∈ Rr×n−m

and hence rank(Fu) ≤ n − m. Given that the eigen-
pairs (λ, v̄ij) that cannot be arbitrarily placed span an
n−m dimensional space, there exists at least one eigen-
pair (λ, v̄ij) that cannot be arbitrarily placed and satisfies
FT(FFT)−1Fuv

u
ij ̸= 0, implying that (λ, v̄ij) ∈ Σ̄.

Remark 8. Theorem 3 does not depend on any specific
selection of eigenvectors of A and hence holds for all pos-
sible sets of eigenpairs Σ.

Following the proof of Theorem 3, if (BT, AT;F ) is
functionally observable, then z = Fx = Fcxc is only
a function of the controllable states. Thus, for any
given number α ∈ C, there exist a static feedback ma-
trix K such that the solution of the closed-loop system
ẋ = (A − BK + αIn)x satisfies limt→∞(Fx(t) − z̄) = 0
for any initial condition x(0), where z̄ ∈ Rn is a steady
state. Therefore, Theorem 3 establishes a necessary and
sufficient condition for the stabilization problem of a tar-
get vector z(t) via static feedback control, which can be
achieved by placing the eigenpairs (λi,vij) ∈ Σ on the left
half of the complex plane. This is evident in the following
special case.

Remark 9. If A is diagonalizable, then z(t) = Fx(t) =
F
∑n

i v
T
i1x(0)v

′
i1e

λit, where vi1 and v′
i1 are respectively
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the left and right eigenvectors associated with the eigen-
value λi of A. This implies that the dynamical response of
z(t) depends only on eigenvalues λi that satisfy Fv′

i1 ̸= 0.
Following Theorem 3, all eigenpairs (λi,vi1) that satisfy
Fv′

i1 ̸= 0 belong to Σ and can be arbitrarily placed.

Our results elucidate that output controllability is too
weak of a condition for the design of static feedback sys-
tems for target control, therefore being restricted to more
permissive control laws such as the Gramian-based law
(5). Theorem 3 shows that, to achieve target control via
static feedback with arbitrary pole placement, a stronger
notion than output controllability is required: the dual
system must be functionally observable and, therefore,
strong duality must hold (Corollary 1). Fig. 4 summa-
rizes the relationship between these properties.

Remark 10. Theorem 3 generalizes the well-known re-
lation between static feedback system design (with ar-
bitrary poles) and full-state controllability [35, Theorem
8.M3]. By definition, for F = In, Σ contains all the eigen-
pairs of A. Therefore, following Theorem 3, all eigenval-
ues of A can be arbitrarily placed if and only if (BT, AT)
is full-state observable. Since strong duality always holds
for F = In (Remark 4), this condition holds if and only
if (A,B) is full-state controllable.

Remark 11. A geometric condition for the existence
of a solution to the partial pole placement problem is
also presented in Theorem 4.4 of Ref. [36]. For a triple
(A,B;F ), this theorem states that every eigenpair in
Σ can be arbitrarily placed in the closed-loop system
(A − BK) if and only if XΣ ⊆ ⟨A| Im(B)⟩ + V∗, where
XΣ = {vij ∈ Rn : (λi,vij) ∈ Σ} is the modal sub-
space of A that influences the dynamics of z(t) and V∗

is the supremal element among all the (A,B)-invariant
subspaces contained in Ker(F ). Despite the strong geo-
metric interpretation of this theorem, testing the condi-
tion above for XΣ requires determining V∗, which can be
involved and computationally demanding for large-scale
systems. In contrast, Theorem 3 provides an equivalent,
but much simpler, existence condition that is solely based
on the algebraic rank condition (6) for the functional ob-
servability of the dual system (BT, AT;F ).

4.1 Output feedback control and separa-
tion principle

Thus far, we have considered two paired systems that
are each either output controllable or functionally observ-
able. Now, we integrate the two properties in a single
system (1)–(2) that is simultaneously output controllable
and functionally observable, albeit with respect to differ-
ent functionals F . We investigate a particular class of
problems in control theory known as target control via

(observer-based) output feedback. These problems can be
formulated as the target control problem discussed above
under the restriction of output feedback rather than full-
state feedback. In other words, we assume that the full-
state vector x is not directly measurable and, therefore,
the feedback signal u = −Kx must be estimated from
the output signal y using an observer.

The output feedback problem can be solved even if x is
not entirely reconstructible (i.e., (C,A) is unobservable),
as long as the feedback signal u = −Kx can be estimated
from y (i.e., (C,A;−K) is functionally observable). To
show this, we recall some results related to functional ob-
servability and functional observers. Consider the func-
tional observer [10]

ẇ = Nw + Jy +Hu, (28)

ẑ = Dw + Ey, (29)

where ẑ ∈ Rr is the output of a functional observer,
w ∈ Rn0 is an auxiliary state vector, and (N, J,H,D,E)
are design matrices of consistent dimensions. The func-
tional observer (28)–(29) is stable if the functional ob-
server’s output ẑ of the functional observer asymptot-
ically converges to the target vector z = Fx (i.e.,
limt→∞(z(t) − ẑ(t)) = 0). The necessary and sufficient
conditions for this convergence are [10, Thm. 1]:

N is Hurwitz, (30)

NT + JC − TA = 0, (31)

H − TB = 0, (32)

F −DT − EC = 0. (33)

Moreover, there exist design matrices (N, J,H,D,E) that
satisfies the above conditions if and only if the triple
(C,A;F ) is functionally observable [13,32].

The next theorem establishes a separation principle
between the design of a target feedback controller and
of a functional observer. This allows the output feed-
back target control problem to be solved if the systems
(BT, AT;F ) and (C,A;−K) are functionally observable.
The functional observability of (BT, AT;F ) guarantees
the existence of a matrix K that arbitrarily places the
poles of the closed-loop system (23) associated with the
target subspace (3), whereas the functional observabil-
ity of (C,A;−K) guarantees that the designed input
u = −Kx can be directly estimated from the output
signal y via a functional observer (28)–(29).

Theorem 4 (Separation principle). Consider a system
(1)–(2) coupled with the functional observer-based feed-
back controller

ẇ = Nw + Jy, (34)

u = Dw + Ey. (35)
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Let Eq. (3) define the target vector sought to be controlled.
The closed-loop system has a characteristic polynomial

p(λ) = det(λIn −A+BK) det(λIn0
−N). (36)

There exists a feedback matrix K and functional observer
matrices (N, J,D,E) such that the roots p(λi) = 0 can be
arbitrarily placed for every eigenpair (λi,vij) ∈ Σ and
every eigenvalue λi of matrix N if the triples (BT, AT;F )
and (C,A;−K) are both functionally observable.

Proof. Substituting (34) and (35) into (1) leads to the
augmented dynamical system[

ẋ
ẇ

]
=

[
A+BEC BD

JC N

] [
x
w

]
. (37)

Let −Kx be the functional sought to be estimated by the
functional observer (34)–(35). Given that (C,A;−K) is
functionally observable by assumption, there exist matri-
ces (N, J,D,E) such that conditions (31)–(33) are sat-
isfied for F ← −K. The functional observer is sta-
ble (i.e., limt→∞(u(t) + Kx(t)) = 0) if and only if
limt→∞(w(t) − Tx(t)) = 0 for some T . Applying the
coordinate transformation e = w− Tx to (37) yields the
closed-loop system[

ẋ
ė

]
=

[
A−BK BD

0 N

] [
x
e

]
, (38)

where the equalities (31)–(33) were applied. Given that
the matrix in Eq. (38) is block triangular, the eigenvalues
of the closed-loop system and the functional observer’s
estimation error depend exclusively on (A−BK) and N ,
leading to the characteristic polynomial (36).

Let system (38) be decomposed as (25) via a simi-
larity transformation x̄ = Px, yielding det(λIn − A +
BK) = det(λIm − Ac + BcKc) det(λIn−m − Au). Since
(Ac, Bc) is controllable, then there exists some matrix
KPT = [Kc Ku] such that all roots of the polynomial
det(λIm − Ac + BcKc) can be arbitrarily placed. From
Theorem 3, since (BT, AT;F ) is functionally observable,
it follows that all eigenpairs (λi,vij) ∈ Σ, where λi is
also an eigenvalue of Ac, can be arbitrarily placed via
some matrix K.

Owing to the separation principle, the closed-loop sys-
tem directly inherits the eigenvalues from the feedback
system and the functional observer. Consequently, previ-
ous existence conditions and algorithms developed specif-
ically for the design of target/partial controllers [29] and
functional observers [13,44–46] can be employed indepen-
dently.

Remark 12. Theorem 4 is a generalization of the clas-
sical separation principle between full-state controllers

0 2 31 4 5

0

1

2
a b

Figure 5: Target control via output feedback. (a) Graph
representation of the closed-loop system for target control via
output feedback. The input, output, and target variables
are highlighted by yellow, blue and red nodes, respectively.
Note that the input signal is the output of the functional ob-
server. (b) State evolution of the target variable z(t) = x2(t)
in the open-loop system (red), closed-loop system via full-
state feedback (blue), and closed-loop system via functional
observer-based output feedback (yellow). The initial con-
ditions were randomly drawn from an uniform distribution
(xi(0) ∼ U [0, 1],∀i).

and observers [35, Section 8.8]. To see this, recall that
full-state control (F = In) implies that Σ is the set of
all eigenpairs of A. Likewise, full-state observers are a
special case of functional observers where w ∈ Rn and
limt→∞ ẑ(t) = Inx(t) is the asymptotic output of a func-
tional observer (28)–(29). Thus, it follows from Theo-
rem 4 that the closed-loop system has a characteristic
polynomial (36) with arbitrarily placed roots for all eigen-
values λ of A and N if (BT, AT; In) and (C,A; In) are
functionally observable. The latter condition is equiva-
lent to the observability of (C,A), whereas the former
condition is equivalent, by duality, to the controllability
of (A,B), resulting in the classical separation principle.

4.2 Example

Building on the previous example, consider the dynamical
system (1) defined by the system matrix A in (13), for
a22 = −1 and a33 = a44 = −3, and an input matrix
B = [1 0 0 0 0]T. Let the functional matrix (14) define
the target vector (3) sought to be controlled. Fig. 5a
provides a graph representation of the closed-loop system.

First, note that the system is uncontrollable (rank(C) =
3 < n) and hence full-state control is not possible. How-
ever, since condition (6) is satisfied for the dual system
(BT, AT;F ), the triple (BT, AT;F ) is functionally observ-
able and, according to Theorem 3, the target control
problem can be solved via static feedback. This is ev-
ident by applying the system decomposition (25) with
P = [e1 e2 e4 e5 e3], where ei is a standard basis vector
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with 1 in the jth position and 0 elsewhere, and noting that
[Fc |Fu] = [0 1 0 | 0 0] (with Fu = 0, as expected from
Theorem 3). The eigenvalues λ = {−2,−0.5± i0.866} are
associated with left eigenvectors v that satisfy Qv ̸= 0.
Therefore, these eigenpairs belong to Σ and can then be
arbitrarily placed in the closed-loop system (23). On the
other hand, the eigenpairs associated with λ = −3 (which
cannot be arbitrarily placed) have eigenvectors with zero
projection onto row(F ). Consequently, these eigenpairs
do not belong to Σ and do not influence the dynamical
response of z(t).

As an example, let the specifications for the target con-
trol problem be as follows. First, for the transient re-
sponse of z(t), the desired position for the set of closed-
loop poles in Σ is {−4,−5,−6}. Second, for the steady-
state response limt→∞ z(t), the desired setpoint is z∗ = 1.
These specifications can be simultaneously satisfied using
an input signal u = r−Kx, where K = [12 − 47 0 0 59]
and r = −120. Fig. 5b shows simulations for the open-
loop system as well as the target control system via static
feedback. The reference signal r successfully sets the
steady state of the target variable at the specified value
z∗, as intended. Moreover, the response of the target
variable in the closed-loop system is substantially faster
than in the open-loop system due to the leftward shift of
the poles in the complex plane.

We now proceed to design the functional observer (34)–
(35), solving the target control problem via output feed-
back. Let the output matrix be now extended as

C =

[
0 0 0 0 1
1 0 0 0 0

]
. (39)

We can then verify that the system (C,A;−K) is func-
tionally observable via condition (6), which guarantees
the existence of a stable functional observer capable of es-
timating the feedback signal −Kx [13]. To determine the
design matrices in (34)–(35), we follow the design proce-
dure in [44, Section 3.6.1], yielding N = −1, J = [0 −47],
D = 1, E = [−59 − 12], and T = [0 47 0 0 0], which
satisfy the conditions (30)–(33). Note that, following the
separation principle, the design and pole placement of the
feedback system (for target control) and the functional
observer (for output feedback) were carried out indepen-
dently. Similarly to the full-state feedback case, Fig. 5b
shows that the target control via (functional observer-
based) output feedback stabilizes the system at the set-
point z∗ with a short transient response. The small dif-
ference in performance between the closed-loop systems
with output feedback and full-state feedback is attributed
to the convergence time of the functional observer (for
random initial conditions).

5 Conclusion

Our results establish a duality principle between the gen-
eralized notions of output controllability and functional
observability—properties that were conceived indepen-
dently [12, 13] for the control and estimation of lower-
order functions of the state variables. In contrast with the
special cases of full-state controllability and observabil-
ity, the relation between these generalized properties is
not always bidirectional (functional observability always
implies the output controllability of the dual system, but
the converse is not necessarily true). The duality is strong
(bidirectional) only under the condition that the control-
lable and the uncontrollable sets are orthogonal following
a projection onto the row space of F . Drawing from the
strong duality principle, we show that the target control
of a system via static feedback is possible if and only if its
dual system is functionally observable. Consequently, as
in the full-state feedback control and estimation case, the
design of a static feedback system (for target control) and
of a functional observer (for output feedback) are inde-
pendent, generalizing the well-known separation principle
between controllers and observers.

Beyond the theoretical significance of connecting two
previously unrelated properties, the duality established
here is expected to allow techniques developed for func-
tional observability to be employed in the study of output
controllability, and vice versa. As shown in a recent ap-
plication of this duality to structured systems [39], the
weak duality principle enables algorithms developed to
optimally place sensors for target estimation in large-scale
networks [17] to be used to optimally place actuators for
target control in such networks [14, 15, 20]; likewise, the
converse can also be pursued when strong duality holds.
Based on similar arguments, we expect that methods de-
veloped for the design of functional observers can also be
used to design target controllers, and vice versa. In par-
ticular, the open problem of designing target controllers
via dynamic feedback could then be approached by map-
ping the solution from a dual problem of functional ob-
server design, which has well-established scalable solu-
tions [10, 13, 17, 33]. As an application, in the control
of cluster synchronized states, one may leverage design
methods for functional observers originally developed for
the estimation of average cluster states [47,48].

Finally, given that the duality and separation prin-
ciples between controllability and observability have
been extended to many other classes of dynamical sys-
tems, including stochastic [49, 50], nonlinear [51, 52], and
differential-algebraic [53] systems, we anticipate that the
existence of a duality principle between the generalized
notions of output controllability [54] and functional ob-
servability [55] can also be established for a broader class
of dynamical systems than those considered here.
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