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Abstract— This paper studies a multi-task control problem
where multiple linear systems are to be regulated by a single
non-linear controller. In particular, motivated by recent ad-
vances in multi-task learning and the design of brain-inspired
architectures, we consider a neural controller with (smooth)
ReLU activation function. The parameters of the controller are
a connectivity matrix and a bias vector: although both param-
eters can be designed, the connectivity matrix is constant while
the bias vector can be varied and is used to adapt the controller
across different control tasks. The bias vector determines the
equilibrium of the neural controller and, consequently, of its
linearized dynamics. Our multi-task control strategy consists of
designing the connectivity matrix and a set of bias vectors in
a way that the linearized dynamics of the neural controller for
the different bias vectors provide a good approximation of a set
of desired controllers. We show that, by properly choosing the
bias vector, the linearized dynamics of the neural controller can
replicate the dynamics of any single, linear controller. Further,
we design gradient-based algorithms to train the parameters
of the neural controller, and we provide upper and lower
bounds for the performance of our neural controller. Finally,
we validate our results using different numerical examples.

I. INTRODUCTION

Control algorithms are typically tuned to optimize the per-
formance of a single dynamical system. Similarly, machine
learning algorithms are often trained for specific datasets and
require time-consuming retraining procedures to accomodate
changes in the data and objectives [1], [2]. On the other
hand, many natural systems can seamlessly adapt across
different tasks and transfer learned skills to new and unseen
contexts. In the human brain, for instance, astrocytes are
believed to bias neuronal functioning to provide contextual
adaptation capabilities [3] without changing neuronal cou-
pling. Motivated by the discrepancy between natural and
artificial systems and the need to alleviate retraining times
and requirements, techniques for multi-task learning have
recently been developed [4], [5], showing that a single
artificial architecture can in fact learn to solve multiple tasks.
Yet, techniques for multi-task control have remained elusive.

In this paper, we propose a non-linear neural controller to
solve a multi-task control problem. We consider a controller
inspired by neural architectures [6] with (smooth) ReLU acti-
vation function (see Fig. 1). The parameters of the controller
are the states connectivity matrix, whose value is trained at
design time and remains constant, and a bias vector, whose
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Fig. 1. An illustration of the multi-task control problem considered in
this paper, where a set of linear systems is to be regulated by a single
non-linear controller. This paper proposes a neural controller with (smooth)
ReLU activation function and two parameters. The connectivity matrix W
is typically large and remains constant across the different tasks. The bias
vector d, instead, is low-dimensional and is used to adapt the performance of
the neural controller to different control tasks. See Section II for a detailed
explanation of the neural controller and our multi-task control problem, and
Section III for a numerical study of this multi-task control example.

value depends on the control problem at hand and is selected
among a set of values trained at design time. Selecting the
bias vector is a convenient way to provide the controller with
the ability to adapt to different dynamical systems and tasks
without the need to retrain the states connectivity matrix. We
emphasize that the main objective of this work is to validate
the ability of our nonlinear controller to approximate the
behavior of a set of desired linear controllers, rather than
to solve any specific control problem. Loosely speaking, our
approach takes inspiration from the human brain that, despite
a relatively static neuronal network, modulates neuronal
responses to accomodate contextual and task changes.

Related Work. The literature on multi-task control is lim-
ited. Traditional controller design methods, such as the linear
quadratic regulator and model predictive control [7], [8], are
tailored for single dynamical systems and often require a
complete redesign when system dynamics change.

Adaptive control is crucial for managing systems with sig-
nificant uncertainties, where robust techniques fail [9]. These
frameworks typically employ a family of controllers with
parameters that vary smoothly [10]. However, when system
parameters affect dynamics in complex ways, constructing
a continuously parameterized set of controllers becomes
difficult, especially if high robustness and performance are
required. To mitigate these challenges, approaches like logic-
based switching strategies [11]–[13] have been proposed, fo-
cusing on discrete controller switching rather than continuous
adjustments. Our work, in contrast, studies the approximation
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properties of a neural controller, which is independent but
could be integrated with such switching-based methods.

Recent studies in multi-task control, such as [14], [15],
explore system identification across multiple datasets, while
others [16], [17] address transfer and imitation control.
Differently from these approaches, this paper considers a
setting where the system to be controlled varies abruptly and
arbitrarily.

Multi-task learning methods enable neural networks to
handle diverse problems, often employing techniques like
masks to select task-specific network components [4]. How-
ever, these methods are prone to catastrophic forgetting,
where models lose previously learned knowledge when ex-
posed to new tasks [18], [19]. Despite the extensive literature
on multi-task learning [4], [5], [20], [21], such techniques
do not directly address control challenges or provide perfor-
mance guarantees.

The work most similar to ours is [22], which studies
simultaneous approximation of multiple systems using a
single approximating model. In contrast, our method allows
for multiple approximating systems that share a common
connectivity matrix but differ through low-dimensional bias
vectors. This relationship between systems introduces com-
plexity, making existing LMI techniques [22] inapplicable in
a straightforward manner.

Finally, our architecture draws inspiration from neuro-
science, particularly the interplay between astrocytes and
neurons in the human brain [23]–[25]. Emerging theories
suggest that astrocytes modulate neuronal function, enabling
adaptive responses without altering the network structure [3].
Our neural controller mimics this biological mechanism,
where the bias vector acts analogously to astrocytic mod-
ulation, facilitating context-dependent adaptation.
Paper contribution. The main contributions of this paper
are as follows. First, we formulate a novel multi-task control
problem, where a set of known linear systems is to be regu-
lated by a (possibly varying) single controller. We propose a
novel control strategy based on a non-linear neural controller
with (smooth) ReLU activation function and two parameters:
a connectivity matrix and a bias vector. While the controller
connectivity matrix is trained at design stage and remains
constant, the values of the low-dimensional bias vector are
trained at design stage but can vary over time. Changing the
bias vector modifies the equilibria of the neural controller
and its linearized dynamics, and allows the controller to
approximate different desired linear dynamics by tuning a
small subset of the parameters. Second, we prove that, by
properly choosing the bias vector, the linearized dynamics
of the neural controller can replicate the dynamics of any
linear system. Third, we provide a gradient-based algorithm
to train the parameters of the neural controllers in a way that
its linearized dynamics obtained by appropriately changing
the bias vector approximate a set of desired linear dynamics.
Fourth and finally, we provide upper and lower bounds on
the performance of our multi-task control problem. While
some bounds are of technical nature, others show of the
approximation capabilities of the neural controller depend on

the dimension, number and similarity of the desired linear
dynamics, and the dimension of the neural controller.
Paper organization. The rest of the paper is organized
as follows. Section II contains our problem formulation
and preliminary results. Section III contains our numerical
algorithms and some numerical results. Finally, Section IV
contains our lower and upper bounds on the multi-task
control problem, and Section V concludes the paper.

II. PROBLEM SETUP AND PRELIMINARY NOTIONS

Consider the following non-linear neural controller:

Σ =

{
ẋ= −x+Φ(Wx+ d) +Bu,
y = Cx,

(1)

where x ∈ RN , d ∈ RN , u ∈ Rm, and y ∈ Rp are the
state, a free parameter, input, and output of the controller,
respectively, and W ∈ RN×N , B ∈ RN×m and C ∈
Rp×N are the controller matrices. The activation function
Φ : RN → (0, +∞)

N is the elementwise application of the
(smooth) ReLU function ϕ : R → (0, +∞), which is defined
as ϕ (x) = ln (1 + ex). Further, when u = 0, the equilibria
of the neural controller (1) satisfy the equation

xeq = Φ(Wxeq + d) , (2)

and, locally, obey the linearized dynamics

ΣL =

−I + diag (Φd(Wxeq + d))︸ ︷︷ ︸
D

W, B, C

 , (3)

where Φd : RN → (0, 1)
N returns the elementwise applica-

tion of the function

ϕd (x) =
d

dx
ϕ (x) =

1

1 + e−x
.

Theorem 2.1: (Parametrization using d) For any matrix
W ∈ RN×N and vector d̄ ∈ (0, 1)

N , there exists xeq and d
that satisfy equation (2) and Φd(Wxeq + d) = d̄.

Proof: Notice that ϕd is a injective function, so that
its inverse is well defined. Let xeq = Φ

[
Φ−1

d

(
d̄
)]

and d =
Φ−1

d

(
d̄
)
−WΦ

[
Φ−1

d

(
d̄
)]

. Then, from (2),

xeq = Φ
(
WΦ

[
Φ−1

d

(
d̄
)]

+Φ−1
d

(
d̄
)
−WΦ

[
Φ−1

d

(
d̄
)])

= Φ
(
Φ−1

d

(
d̄
))

= xeq.

Further, to conclude,

Φd
(
WΦ

[
Φ−1

d

(
d̄
)]

+Φ−1
d

(
d̄
)
−WΦ

[
Φ−1

d

(
d̄
)])

= d̄.

Theorem 2.1 shows that there exists a vector d and an
equilibrium xeq that realizes any desired matrix D in (3).
Hence, in what follows, we derive conditions and algorithms
for the matrix D, with the understanding that such matrix can
ultimately be realized by choosing the vector d. Now we are
ready to formally state our multi-task control problem, con-
sider a set of M distinct, stable, controllable, and observable
linear, time-invariant systems denoted as

ΣD
i = (Ai, Bi, Ci) , (4)



with Ai ∈ Rn×n, Bi ∈ Rn×m, Ci ∈ Rp×n and i =
1, . . . ,M . Our multi-task control problem is

min
W,D1,...,DM ,

B, C

M∑
i=1

∥∥ΣD
i − ΣL

i

∥∥2
2
, (5)

where ΣL
i denotes the i-th linearized dynamics (3) with

diagonal matrix Di and ∥·∥2 the H2-norm.
Remark 1: Problem (5) is treated as an optimal approx-

imation problem rather than a traditional control problem,
since the focus of this paper is on the approximation
capabilities of the biologically inspired non-linear neural
controller (1), rather than the control performance of the
systems ΣD

i , which may represent LQR controllers or gen-
eral systems. We also note that the implementation of a
neural controller may be more efficient than the separate
implementation of multiple controllers. In fact, storing M
distinct linear controllers as in (4) requires Mn4mp param-
eters that define the matrices Ai, Bi, and Ci. In contrast, the
neural controller (1) only needs MN + N4mp parameters,
making it more efficient as M increases and N < n4mp.□

Remark 2: Although Problem (5) is formulated under the
assumption that all systems in the set (4) share the same
state dimension n, this simplification is made primarily for
the ease of notation. The theoretical derivations, including
the gradient computations discussed in Section III, are easily
adaptable to scenarios where the systems ΣD

i have distinct
state dimensions ni. □

In the minimization problem (5), the optimization vari-
ables allow the neural controller (1) to approximate the
desired systems (4) locally around its equilibrium points.
The approximation error in (5) depends in a nontrivial way
on several parameters, including the dimension of the neural
controller, the number, and the diversity of the systems to
be approximated. In the following sections, we define both
upper and lower bounds on the approximation error, as
detailed in Section IV. Furthermore, in Section III, we derive
the gradient useful to implement a numerical procedure based
on a gradient descent to solve the minimization problem (5).

III. GRADIENT-BASED MULTI-TASK CONTROL

This section contains the analytical expression of the
gradient of the multi-task control problem (5) with respect
to the matrices of the neural controller. These expressions
can be used to numerically optimize the performance of the
neural controller given a set of desired control tasks. To this
aim, define the following error system and matrices:

Σi
err = (Ai

err, B
i
err, C

i
err),

with

Ai
err =

[
Ai 0
0 −I +DiW

]
, Bi

err =

[
Bi

B

]
,

Ci
err =

[
Ci −C

]
,

and observability (Qi) and controllability (P i) Gramians as

Qi =

[
Qi

11 Qi
12

Qi
12

⊤
Qi

22

]
, P i =

[
P i
11 P i

12

P i
12

⊤
P i
22

]
.

Theorem 3.1: (Analytical gradient of (5)) The gradient
of the minimization problem (5) is as follows:

∂J
∂W

= 2

M∑
i=1

Di

(
Qi

12

⊤
P i
12 +Qi

22P
i
22

)
,

∂J
∂B

= 2

M∑
i=1

(
Qi

12

⊤
Bi +Qi

22B
)
,

∂J
∂C

= 2

M∑
i=1

(
−CiP

i
12 + CP i

22

)
,

∂J
∂ (Di)hh

= 2
((

Qi
12

⊤
P i
12 +Qi

22P
i
22

)
W⊤

)
hh

.

(6)

Proof: Let

Ji =
∥∥ΣD

i − ΣL
i

∥∥2
2

i = 1, . . . , M,

and notice from [26] that

∂Ji

∂Ai
err

=
∂
∥∥Σi

err

∥∥2
2

∂Ai
err

= 2QiP i.

Using the chain rule [27] we obtain

∂Ji

∂ (W )hl
=

N+n∑
k=1

N+n∑
j=1

∂Ji

∂ (Ai
err)kj

∂
(
Ai

err

)
kj

∂ (W )hl

=
∂Ji

∂ (Ai
err)(n+h)(n+l)

∂
(
Ai

err

)
(n+h)(n+l)

∂ (W )hl

= 2 (Di)hh (QiPi)(n+h)(n+l) ,

(7)

where we have used the fact that, for any 1 ≤ h ≤ N and
1 ≤ l ≤ N , it holds

∂
(
Ai

err

)
kj

∂whl
=

{
(Di)hh if (k, j) = (n+ h, n+ l)

0 otherwise .

Rewriting (7) in compact matrix form and summing over
the index i we obtain the first equation in (6). With a similar
reasoning we obtain

∂
(
Ai

err

)
kj

∂ (Di)hh
=

{
wh(j−n) if k = n+ h ∧ n < j ≤ n+N

0 otherwise

and, for any i = 1, . . . , M ,

∂J
∂ (Di)hh

=
∂Ji

∂ (Di)hh
= 2

(
QiP i

[
0 0
0 W⊤

])
(n+h)(n+h)

.

This leads to the last equation of (6).
The derivation of ∂J

∂C and ∂J
∂B is different. Recall that∥∥Σi

err

∥∥2
2
= tr

(
Ci

errP
iCi

err

⊤
)
= tr

(
Bi

err

⊤
QiBi

err

)
.

Notice that ∂Ji

∂Bi
err

= 2QiBi
err, and that

∂J i

∂ (B)hl
=

N+n∑
k=1

m∑
j=1

∂Ji

∂ (Bi
err)kj

∂
(
Bi

err

)
kj

∂ (B)hl

=
∂Ji

∂ (Bi
err)(n+h)l

= 2
(
QiBi

err

)
(n+h)l

.



Equivalently in compact form, we have

∂Ji

∂B
= 2

(
Qi

12

⊤
Bi +Qi

22B
)
, (8)

and, with a similar procedure,

∂Ji

∂C
= 2

(
−CiP

i
12 + CP i

22

)
. (9)

To conclude, summing over i = 1, . . . ,M on (8) and (9) we
get the remaining two equations of (6).

The gradient in Theorem (3.1) allows us to use gradient
descent methods to approximate a solution to the minimiza-
tion problem (5). We conclude this section with an example.

Consider the systems in Fig. 1 with simplified dynamics

ΣAircraft =

([
0 0
0 0

]
,

[
0
r
J

]
,
[
0 1

])
,

ΣPendulum =

([
0 1

mgl
Jt

0

]
,

[
0
1
Jt

]
,
[
1 0

])
,

ΣPendulum + frict. =

([
0 1

mgl
Jt

γ
Jt

]
,

[
0
1
Jt

]
,
[
1 0

])
,

ΣBicycle =

([
0 1

mgh
J 0

]
,

[
Dv0
bJ

mv2
0h

bJ

]
,
[
1 0

])
.

(10)

Let g = 9.8 and other specific parameters as in [28]:

Jp m l γ J r
0.006 0.2 0.3 0.01 0.0475 25

D v0 M h b Jb
4.8 2.5 8 1 1.2 8

.

The systems ΣD
i , with i = 1, . . . , 4, to be approximated with

the neural controller, of dimension N = 3, are the Linear
Quadratic Regulators of the systems (10), with identity cost
matrices. Fig. 2 shows the impulse responses of the desired
systems ΣD

i and the neural controller, which is optimized
using the gradient in Theorem 3.1. While this numerical
gradient-based procedure offers no stability or performance
guarantees (see Section IV for some fundamental perfor-
mance limitations of our approach), our numerical studies
show promising results and demonstrate the viability of our
multi-task control approach. An additional observation sup-
porting this fact comes from the simulation results depicted
in Fig. 3. Here, we consider M = 5 randomly generated
SISO systems (n = 2) and we show the evolution of the
cost (5) as the dimension N of the neural controller increases.
Notably, even for small values of N , the neural controller
exhibits significant approximation capabilities.

In our final numerical example, we explore a scenario
involving randomly generated SISO systems (n = 2) and
neural controllers of dimension N = 4 . Fig. 4 demonstrates
how the cost (5) evolves as the number of systems increases.

IV. BOUNDS ON MULTI-TASK CONTROL PROBLEM

In this section we establish upper and lower bounds for
the optimization problem (5), as a function of the number
and properties of the systems to be approximated.

0 1 2 3
−2

−1.5
−1

−0.5
0

t

ΣD
1

ΣL
1

0 0.5 1 1.5
−20

−10

0

t

ΣD
2

ΣL
2

0 0.5 1 1.5 2

−20

−10

0

t

ΣD
3

ΣL
3

0 1 2 3 4

−4

−2

0

t

ΣD
4

ΣL
4

Fig. 2. This figure displays the impulse responses of the feedback inter-
connection between the desired controllers ΣD

i (or their implementations
via the neural controller (1)) and the plants described in Fig. 1. The closed-
loop impulse responses associated with the approximating controllers, which
are the result of linearizing our neural controller, are highlighted in red. In
contrast, the impulse responses of the closed-loop systems governed by the
desired controllers are illustrated in blue.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

10−3

10−1

101

103

N (dimension of neural controller)

J

Fig. 3. This figure illustrates a box plot summarizing the final cost (5)
across 17 simulations with distinct sets (M = 5) of randomly generated
systems ΣD

i , as the dimension N of the neural controller increases from
1 to 8. The median of the simulations is marked by the central red line in
each box, while the bottom and top edges of the box delineate the 25th and
75th percentiles, respectively. The whiskers extend to cover approximately
99.3% of the data, indicating the range within which most observations lie.

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

10−4

10−2

100

102

M (# of systems to be approximated)

J

Fig. 4. This figure shows a box plot (with the format introduced in Fig. 3)
aggregating the final cost (5) across 100 simulations for 100 randomly
selected sets of ΣD

i . For each set, we calculate the cost (5), considering
increasing subsets of systems to be approximated, with the number of
systems M increasing from 3 to 10.



A. Upper bound

To derive an upper bound, we notice that the approxi-
mation error in (5) obtained when choosing M different
matrices Di is certainly bounded above by the error incurred
when such Di matrices are all equal to each other. That
is, solving the following minimization problem provides an
upper bound on the solution to the minimization problem (5):

min
W,D,B,C

M∑
i=1

∥∥ΣD
i − ΣL

∥∥2
2
. (11)

The minimization problem (11) is akin to a model reduction
problem to approximate a given set of systems.

We start by introducing the necessary notation and prelim-
inary steps to present our result. Define the parallel system

Σext = (Aext, Bext, Cext), (12)

with

Aext =

A1

. . .
AM

 , Bext =

B1

...
BM

 ,

Cext =

C1

. . .
CM

 ,

and its balanced and minimal realization [29]

ΣB
ext = (AB

ext, B
B
ext, C

B
ext), (13)

with

AB
ext =

[
AB

ext11 AB
ext12

AB
ext21 AB

ext22

]
, BB

ext =

[
BB

ext1

BB
ext2

]
,

CB
ext =

[
CB

ext1 CB
ext2

]
.

(14)

Notice that the dimension of ΣB
ext is potentially smaller than

the dimension of Σext since the latter may not be a minimal
realization. Let R be the dimension of ΣB

ext and let N the
dimension of the sub block AB

ext11 when R > N .1 Then,
the controllability Gramian PB

ext and observability Gramian
QB

ext of (13) are diagonal and equal to each other:

PB
ext = QB

ext =

[
S1

S2

]
> 0, (15)

with S1 = diag (σ1, . . . , σN ), S2 = diag (σN+1, . . . , σR),
and σi Hankel singular value of the system (13) [30].

Theorem 4.1: (Upper bound of (5)) Let ΣL
1 , . . . ,Σ

L
M and

ΣD
1 , . . . ,Σ

D
M be the LTI systems defined in equations (3)

and (4), respectively. Then if R > N :

min
W,D1,...,DM ,

B, C

M∑
i=1

∥∥ΣD
i − ΣL

i

∥∥2
2
≤
(
J B +

√
σ1 ∥∆C∥F

)2
,

(16)
if R ≤ N

min
W,D1,...,DM ,

B, C

M∑
i=1

∥∥ΣD
i − ΣL

i

∥∥2
2
≤ σ1 ∥∆C∥2F , (17)

1If R ≤ N we let AB
ext = AB

ext11, BB
ext = BB

ext1 and CB
ext = CB

ext1.

and where, using the notation in (14),2

J B =

√
tr
[
BB

ext2
⊤
S2BB

ext2

]
+ 2N ∥Σaux∥∞,

with Σaux = (AB
ext, Baux, Caux),

Baux =

[
0

S2A
B
ext21

]
, Caux =

[
0 AB

ext12S2

]
,

and

∆C =

I − 1

M

I...
I

 [I · · · I
]CB

ext1.

Some comments are in order to fully appreciate the result
in Theorem 4.1. First, R > N when the dimension of the
neural controller is smaller than the number of different
modes to be approximated (as found through the balanced
realization of (12)). Similarly, R ≤ N when the neural
controller is larger than the number of different modes of
the systems to be approximated. Second, the term J B in
(16) depends on the Hankel singular values that the neural
controller is not able to approximate (S2 in (15)). This
term vanishes when the dimension of the neural controller
is sufficiently large to capture all the modes of the sys-
tems to be approximated (as in (17)). As similar error is
also done when using the balanced truncation technique to
obtain a reduced dynamical model [30]. Third, the error
∆C in (16) and (17) is due to the fact that the system
(13) to be approximated has more outputs than the neural
controller. To minimize such discrepancy and compute an
upper bound on the approximation error, Theorem 4.1 uses
the average of the rows of the desired output matrix (namely,
1
M

[
I · · · I

]
CB

ext1, which minimizes the discrepancy of
the output matrices as measured by the Frobenius norm). In
the special case when the systems to be approximated are
all equal to each other, such error vanishes as the average
of the output matrices equals the actual output matrices.
Similarly, this error becomes small when the output matrices
in the balanced realization of the systems to be approximated
are similar across the systems to be approximated. Thus,
Theorem 4.1 shows that the multi-task control approximation
error depends on (i) the order of the neural controller through
J B, which dictates the number of different modes that can
be approximated, and (ii) the similarity of the systems to be
approximated through ∆C. We are now ready to formally
prove Theorem 4.1.

Proof: We derive the proof separately for two cases
R > N and R ≤ N .
(R > N) We use the minimization problem (11) as an

upper bound for the minimization problem (5), and we
compute the solution to (11) by using the N dominant modes
of the balanced realization (13). In particular, select W , D,
and B in (11) such that −I+DW = AB

ext11 and B = BB
ext1,

2We use ∥·∥F and ∥·∥∞ to denote the Frobenius and the H∞ norms.



and C = 1
M

[
I · · · I

]
CB

ext1.3 Then, the cost in (11)
becomes

M∑
i=1

∥∥ΣD
i − ΣL

∥∥2
2
= ∥Σext − ΣL

ext∥22,

where

ΣL
ext =

AB
ext11, B

B
ext1,

C...
C


︸ ︷︷ ︸
CL

ext

 .

Let ∆C = CB
ext1 − CL

ext and notice that

∥Σext − ΣL
ext∥22 ≤ (∥Σext − Σext1∥2 + ∥Σerr∥2)2 , (18)

where Σext1 =
(
AB

ext11, B
B
ext1, C

B
ext1

)
and

Σerr =
(
AB

ext11, B
B
ext1,∆C

)
.

Notice that

∥Σerr∥22 = tr
(
S1∆C⊤∆C

)
≤ σ1 ∥∆C∥2F ,

where S1 and σ1 are as in (15). In summary, leveraging the
upper bound on the balanced truncation presented in [30],
inequality (18) yields

∥Σext − ΣL
ext∥22 ≤

(
J B +

√
σ1 ∥∆C∥F

)2
.

(R ≤ N) The balance realization (14) is already of order
less than N and represents a minimal realization of realiza-
tion (12). For this reason choosing

−I +DW =

[
AB

ext 0
0 −I

]
B =

[
BB

ext

0

]
C =

[
1
M

[
I · · · I

]
CB

ext 0
]
,

the first term in (18) is zero and then we obtain (17).
To conclude, we provide an example to evaluate the

upper bound in Theorem 4.1. Using the dataset utilized for
Fig. 4, Fig. 5 illustrates the curves of the upper bound
delineated in Theorem 4.1 and the error incurred by the
neural controller obtained using the gradient in Section III
(both curves are plotted by averaging the results over the
same 100 experiments as demonstrated in Fig. 4).

B. Lower bounds

Computing a lower bound for the multi-task control prob-
lem (5) presents considerable challenges, as the existing
model reduction tools cannot be applied in a straightforward
way. In this section we consider two alternative formulations
of the minimization problem (5), which capture the funda-
mental limitations of multi-task control problems, although
using different performance metrics than in (5). In particular,

3The output matrix C of the neural controller have different dimensions
than CB

ext1, which prevents us from implementing the balanced truncation
method to find the controller that minimize the cost (11).

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

100

102

104

M (# of systems to be approximated)

cost neural controller
upper bound of Theorem 4.1

Fig. 5. The figure illustrates two distinct curves: the red one represents
the evolution of the minimum of the cost function (5) derived via a gradient
descent algorithm that utilizes the gradient discussed in Section III; the blue
curve shows the upper bound (16). These outcomes are averaged across the
same 100 simulations of Fig. 4.

we consider the following multi-task control minimization
problems:

min
W,D1,...,DM

B,C

M∑
i=1

sup
t≥0

∥∥gDi (t)− gLi (t)
∥∥
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

J2

, (19)

and

inf
W,D1,...,DM

B,C

M∑
i=1

∥∥ΣD
i − ΣL

i

∥∥
1︸ ︷︷ ︸

J1

. (20)

In (19) ∥·∥2 denotes the 2-induced matrix norm, with gDi (t)
and gLi (t) representing the impulse responses of ΣD

i and ΣL
i ,

respectively. For this problem we provide a simple lower
bound, which may be conservative in some cases. Instead,
in (20), ∥·∥1 denotes the 1-norm of the impulse response of
the system and it can be interpreted as the induced norm of
the system for signals of bounded magnitude. We will solve
this problem exactly, but only for a class of scalar systems.
We now proceed with a lower bound for (19).

Theorem 4.2: (Lower bound of (19)) Using the notation
in (3) and (4), we have

min
W,D1,...,DM ,

B, C

J2 ≥

√√√√∑M
i=1

∥∥∥CiBi −
(∑M

i=1 CiBi

)/
M
∥∥∥2
F

min {p, m}
.

(21)
Theorem 4.2 provides a bound for the minimization prob-

lem (19) by substituting the supremum over time with the
evaluation of the impulse response at time zero. When doing
so, the error only depends on the input and output matrices,
and it is minimized by choosing the input and output matrices
of the neural controller as the average of the input and output
matrices of the systems to be approximated. Clearly, this can
result in a conservative bound. We now prove Theorem 4.2.

Proof: We start our discussion by stating:

min
W,D1,...,DM ,

B, C

J2 ≥ min
X1,...,XM ,

B, C

M∑
i=1

sup
t≥0

∥∥gDi (t)− ĝLi (t)
∥∥
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

Ĵ2

(22)



where ĝLi denotes the impulse response of systems Σ̂L
i

defined as:
Σ̂L

i = (Xi, B, C) ,

where we assume Xi ∈ RN×N for each index i = 1, . . . , M .
This formulation of the problem acts as a lower bound to (5)
since the set of optimization variables in (22) encapsulates
all optimization variables considered in (5). Moreover, by
setting CB =

(∑M
i=1 CiBi

)
/M , we obtain (21). Indeed,

Ĵ2 =

M∑
i=1

sup
t≥0

∥∥Cie
AitBi − CeXitB

∥∥
2

(23)

≥
M∑
i=1

∥CiBi − CB∥2 ≥
M∑
i=1

√
∥CiBi − CB∥22

≥

√√√√ M∑
i=1

∥CiBi − CB∥22 ≥

√∑M
i=1 ∥CiBi − CB∥2F

min {p, m}
,

where the final inequality in equation (23) derives from the
fact that for any X ∈ Rp×m we have ∥X∥2 ≥ 1√

d
∥X∥F ,

where d is the rank of matrix X [27]. Then, minimizing last
term (23) with respect to CB gives (21).

We now present our last lower bound, which is valid for
a special class of stable single input, single output systems.

Theorem 4.3: (Lower bound of (20)) Let ΣD
i =

(ai, bi, ci) satisfy ai < 0 and ri = bici > 0 for all
i = 1, . . . ,M . Let, without loss of generality, r1 ≤ r2 ≤
. . . ≤ rM . Let ΣL

i as in (3) with N = 1. Define the function

A (j, l) =
rj
aj

− rl
aj

(
ln (rl/rj)

W−1 (−1/2e)
+ 1

)
,

valid for any pair of indices 1 ≤ j < l ≤ M , where W−1 (·)
denotes the W Lambert function on the negative branch [31].
Then,

inf
W,D1,...,DM

B,C

J1 ≥ min

{
A (j, l) , −A (l, j) ,− rj

aj

}
. (24)

Some comments are in order. First, when M = 2, the
bound in (24) holds with equality, thus providing an optimal
solution to (20). In this case, it can be shown that the
optimal solution requires the neural controller to satisfy∥∥ΣD

1 − ΣL
1

∥∥
1
= 0 or

∥∥ΣD
2 − ΣL

2

∥∥
1
= 0, that is, to equal one

of the two systems to be approximated. Second, when M >
2, the bound is obtained by selecting only two of the systems
to be approximated. Thus, the bound (24) can be sharpened
by maximizing over the indices i and j that correspond to
the selected systems. We now prove Theorem 4.3.

Proof: For any pair of indices 1 ≤ j < l ≤ M , it holds
that:

inf
W,D1,...,DM

B,C

J1 ≥ inf
W,Dj ,Dl

B,C

Ãj︷ ︸︸ ︷∥∥ΣD
j − ΣL

j

∥∥
1
+

Ãl︷ ︸︸ ︷∥∥ΣD
l − ΣL

l

∥∥
1︸ ︷︷ ︸

J̃1

.

(25)
Because N = 1 we can define the scalar quantities r = BC,
xl = −1+DlW and xj = −1+DjW and noticing that (25)

is equivalent to minimize over r, xj and xl, we will show that
the optimal value of the right-hand side of (25) are realized
for:

Case 1 Case 2 Case 3

r rj rl rl

xl x∗
l (rj) al al

xj aj x∗
j (rl) −∞

, (26)

where each case corresponds to a unique term within the
minimum argument of inequality (24), with

x∗
j (r ) =

{
aj

y∗
j (r )

y∗
j (r )+1 if r > rj

aj if r = rj
(27)

x∗
l (r ) =

{
al

y∗
l (r )

y∗
l (r )−1 if r < rl

al if r = rl
, (28)

and

y∗j (r ) = ln (r/rj)
−1

[1 +W−1 (−1/2e)] (29)

y∗l (r ) = ln (rl/r )
−1

[1 +W−1 (−1/2e)] . (30)

To prove (26) we first fix rj ≤ r ≤ rl and minimize over
xj (r) and xl (r), secondly we optimize the solution over
r. The proofs for the conditions r ≤ rj and r ≥ rl are
not included, as they lead to analogous conclusions through
similar arguments. If xj > aj and xl < al it is possible to
establish that the minimum of J̃1 with r fixed is achieved as
xj → a+j and xl → a−l . So we proceed assuming xj ≤ aj
and xl ≥ al. In particular, if xj < aj and xl > al, there
will be a point where the impulse responses of ΣL

j and ΣD
j ,

as well as ΣL
l and ΣD

l , intersect. Applying the following
changes of variable

yj : (−∞, aj) −→ (−∞, −1)
xj 7−→ xj

aj−xj

yl : (al, 0) −→ (−∞, 0)
xl 7−→ xl

xl−al
.

to J̃1 = Ãj + Ãl yields:

Ãj (yj , r) =
r
(
2eyj ln(r/rj) − 1

)
ajyj

− r

aj
+

rj
aj

(31)

Ãl (yl, r) =
r
(
2eyl ln(rl/r) − 1

)
alyl

+
r

al
− rl

al
.

Computing ∂
∂yj

Ãj (yj , r) = 0 we derive the following
equation:

2 ln (r/rj) e
yj ln(r/rj) − 2eyj ln(r/rj) + 1 = 0. (32)

This transcendental equation, solvable via the Lambert W
function W−1 (·) yields only one negative solution (29) for j,
and similarly (30) for l. Finally, one can observe that they are
also actual minima within yj and yl in the interval (−∞, 0).
For (31) we have to distinguish two scenarios depending on
the value of r in rj ≤ r ≤ rl:
a) y∗j ∈ (−∞, −1) if r < rje

−[1+W−1(−1/2e)];
b) y∗j /∈ (−∞, −1) if r ≥ rje

−[1+W−1(−1/2e)].



In particular if rl < rje
−[1+W−1(−1/2e)], then we are

definitely in Scenario a, and it is possible to prove that J̃1 in
the interval rj < r < rl, with xj = x∗

j (r), xl = x∗
l (r), as

in (27) and (28), admits no local minimum in r. Therefore,
according to the Weierstrass Extreme Value Theorem, the
minimum for rj ≤ r ≤ rl must be located at the boundaries
of the given interval. Resulting in

min
{
Ãl (x∗

l (rj) , rj) , Ãj

(
x∗
j (rl) , rl

)}
= inf

xj , xl, r
J̃1,

(33)
and falling back to Cases 1 and 2 in the table (26).

Conversely, in Scenario b, when rje
−[1+W−1(−1/2e)] ≤

r ≤ rl, for reasons of monotonicity it can be shown that:

Ãj (xj , r ) −−−−−→
xj→−∞

− rj
aj

= inf
xj

Ãj (xj , r ) .

Since this last infimum is independent of xl and r, we find

inf
xj , xl, r

J̃1 ≥ − rj
aj

+ inf
xl,r

Ãl (xl, r )︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

.

This inequality is then related to the parameters defined in
Case 3 of Table (26).

For rj ≤ r < rje
−[1+W−1(−1/2e)], we can proceed as

before, leading to

inf
xj , xl, r

J̃1 = inf
W,Dj ,Dl

B,C

J̃1 ≥ min

{
Ãl (x∗

l (rj) , rj) , −
rj
aj

}
.

(34)
Combining the minima from (33) and (34), we obtain the
relationship (24), where Ãl (x∗

l (rj) , rj) = −A (l, j) and
Ãj

(
x∗
j (rl) , rl

)
= A (j, l).

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

This paper addresses the problem of approximating multi-
ple linear systems using a single non-linear neural controller.
Key contributions of this work include a characterization of
the approximation performance of the neural controller, in
terms of analytical lower and upper bounds, and the design of
gradient-based algorithms to train the controller parameters.
Directions of future work include the design of switching
mechanisms to engage different controller modalities, as
well a study of the approximation properties of the neural
controller away from the pre-specified systems.
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