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On the existence of strong functional observer
Michaël Di Loreto, Damien Ébérard

Abstract—For arbitrary linear time-invariant systems, the existence of

a strong functional observer is investigated. Such observer determines,

from the available measurement on the plant, an estimate of a function of

the state and the input. This estimate converges irrespective to initial state
and input. This formulation encompass the cases of observer existence

for known or unknown inputs and generalizes state-of-art. Necessary and

sufficient conditions for such an existence are proposed, in the framework

of state-space representation. These conditions are based on functional
detectability property and its generalizations for arbitrary input, which

include considerations on convergence of the estimation, irrespective to

the initial state and the input. Known results on state detectability, input
reconstruction or functional detectability are retrieved by particularizing

the proposed conditions.

Keywords: Linear systems, functional detectability, unknown in-
put, strong detectability, inversion, input reconstruction, algebraic
approach.

I. INTRODUCTION

This work addresses the observer issue as stated in (Hautus, 1983).
More precisely, LTI systems with two types of output are considered

Σ :

ẋ = Ax+Bu ,

y = Cx+Du ,

z = Ex+ Fu ,

(1a)

(1b)

(1c)

where x ∈ R
n is the state vector, x(0) the initial state, u ∈ R

m is the
input, y ∈ R

p is the output available for measurement, and z ∈ R
q

is the output to be estimated. In (Hautus, 1983) the terminology z-

observer based on y is used. This is an observer which, using y as
input, gives an estimate ẑ of z. Such an observer is required to be
linear, causal and memoryless. It has a state-space realization in the
form

Ω :
ξ̇ = Gξ +Hy ,

ẑ = Qξ +Ry .

(2a)

(2b)

Convergence of the error estimate ẑ − z should be guaranteed for
any initial state of both Σ and Ω, and for any input u. Precise
statements on convergence will be defined later on.
In the present contribution, we investigate existence conditions of
aforementioned observer, using structural properties of Σ in the state-
space framework. In (Hautus, 1983), a complete characterization of
existence of (full) state observer has been proposed, irrespective to
initial state and input, through the concept of strong detectability. In
this paper, it has been further shown that existence of a z-observer

based on y is equivalent to the concept of strong functional
detectability. The latter appears as a natural generalization of strong
detectability to the case of a function of the state and the input to be
estimated. However, such concept has not been characterized therein
through structural and numerically reliable explicit conditions. Main
purpose of the present contribution is to give such a characterization
of strong functional detectability.
The chosen formulation, according to that introduced
in (Hautus, 1983), allows us to encompass a wide variety of
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past contributions, including state functional observer with known
or unknown input (Luenberger, 1966; Moore and Ledwich, 1975;
Schumacher, 1980; Guan and Saif, 1991; Hou and Muller, 1992;
Fernando et al., 2010; Trinh and Fernando, 2012;
Darouach and Fernando, 2020; Darouach and Fernando, 2023),
simultaneous state-input observer (Trinh and Fernando, 2012),
partial input reconstruction (Bejarano, 2011), inver-
sion (Moylan, 1977; Xiong and Saif, 2003; Bejarano et al., 2009;
Di Loreto and Eberard, 2023), model matching (Willems, 1982;
Malabre and Kučera, 1984; Wonham, 1985) and disturbance
decoupled estimation problems (Basile and Marro, 1992).
State functional detectability for known input has been characterized
in (Moreno, 2005) through a frequency rank condition. Still
for known input, state functional detectability and design
of a functional observer are studied in (Darouach, 2000;
Darouach and Fernando, 2020) when the order of this observer
corresponds to the dimension of the output to be estimated, and
in (Darouach and Fernando, 2023). For unknown input, existence
of full state observer is analyzed in (Hautus, 1983), while its
design is performed in (Hou and Muller, 1992; Darouach, 2009;
Trinh and Fernando, 2012).
In the case of unknown input, (Darouach, 2004) investigates
existence and design of a state functional observer with fixed order
(corresponding to the dimension of the output to be estimated).
The latter paper also assumes that the to be estimated output is
input independent, as in (Rotella and Zambettakis, 2016). Existence
characterization of a functional observer with unknown input in full
generality has not been proposed, and this is precisely the main goal
of the present contribution.
Starting from structural properties related to strong functional
detectability and ensuing (Hautus, 1983), existence of a z-
observer based on y is characterized by necessary and sufficient
conditions. Accordingly to the more recent aforementioned literature,
terminology of strong functional observer is adopted instead of
z-observer. We mainly develop two cases of strong functional
observer, depending from estimation convergence property and its
causal state-space realization. Particularizing the given existence
conditions, we compare the obtained conditions with those of the
literature, including the known input case, strong detectability, input
reconstruction, and functional observer with unknown input and
fixed order.
Main contributions include necessary and sufficient conditions for
existence of a functional observer with known and unknown input
in full generality, a unified problem formulation and analysis for
(strong) functional detectability, and a convergence insight of the
estimation produced by such functional observer.

II. NOTATIONS

All signals are supposed to be impulsive-smooth distribu-
tions (Hautus and Silverman, 1983; Trentelman et al., 2001), so that
their Laplace transform is well-defined. The normal rank of a rational
matrix M is defined as its maximal admissible rank

normrankM = max
s∈C

rankM(s) . (3a)
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Observe rankM(s) = normrankM for all but finitely many s.
Define the system matrices associated with (1) as the two following
polynomial matrices (Rosenbrock, 1970)

P (s) =

[

s In −A −B
C D

]

and Pe(s) =

[

P (s)
E F

]

. (3b)

The invariant zeros of P are the zeros of the nontrivial invariant
polynomials in the diagonal Smith form of P . Thus an invariant zero
is a value s0 ∈ C such that rankP (s0) < normrankP . Denote by
Zinv(P ) the set of invariant zeros of P (counting multiplicities). Let
C

+ be the set of complex numbers with nonnegative real part, and C
−

its complementary set. Define Z+
inv(P ) = Zinv(P )∩C+. The output-

decoupling zeros of P are the (A,C)-unobservable eigenvalues of A.
Thus an output-decoupling zero is a value λ ∈ C such that

rank

[

λ In −A
C

]

< n . (3c)

Denote by Zod(P ) the set of output-decoupling zeros of P (counting
multiplicities). As previously, Z+

od(P ) stands for the set Zod(P ) ∩
C

+. Last recall a rational function in s is said to be proper (resp.
stable) if it admits a limit as |s| → ∞ (resp. if its poles belong to
C

−).

III. PRELIMINARIES

In (Hautus, 1983), the concepts of strong detectability and strong
observability have been extended to deal with system Σ given by (1),
having unknown input and an output z to be estimated from output
measurement y. Therein, the terminology used for output reconstruc-
tion was concerned with (stable integrating) z-observer based on
y. In view of a more recent literature e.g. (Fernando et al., 2010;
Trinh and Fernando, 2012; Darouach and Fernando, 2023), the ter-
minologies functional detectability and functional observer have been
introduced for the known input case (i.e. D = 0 in (1b) and F = 0
in (1c)). Accordingly, the concepts introduced in (Hautus, 1983) are
rephrased as follows.

Definition 1: System Σ given by (1) is said to be:

(i) strongly functional detectable if for any initial state x(0) and
any input u, one has

y(t) = 0 (t > 0) =⇒ z(t) → 0 (t→ ∞) . (4a)

(ii) strong⋆ functional detectable if for any initial state x(0) and any
input u, one has

y(t) → 0 (t→ ∞) =⇒ z(t) → 0 (t→ ∞) . (4b)

Definition 2: (Hautus, 1983) System Ω given by (2) is said to be:

(i) a strong stable integrating functional observer for Σ if there
exist a nonnegative integer k and a real τ > 0 such that, for
any initial states of both Σ and Ω and any input u, one has

z(t)−

(

τ
d

dt
+ 1

)k

ẑ(t) −→ 0 as t −→ ∞. (5a)

(ii) a strong functional observer for Σ if for any initial states of both
Σ and Ω, and any input u, one has

z(t)− ẑ(t) −→ 0 as t −→ ∞. (5b)

Remark 3: Whenever the input u is assumed to be known (thus
including the zero input case), strongly and strong⋆ functional de-
tectabilities are equivalent to functional detectability as defined in the
aforementioned literature, namely for any initial state x(0) and u = 0,
property (4a) holds. Indeed, let xu be the forced state solution of (1a),
depending only from the known input u. In the new coordinates

x̃ = x − xu, (1a) writes ˙̃x = Ax̃, while (1b) and (1c) reduce to
ỹ = y−Cxu−Du = Cx̃ and z̃ = z−Exu−Fu = Ex̃, respectively.
For such free input system, claimed equivalence is reached if (4a)
implies (4b) (the converse is trivially satisfied). For this, assume (4a)
and the premise of (4b), i.e. for any x̃(0), ỹ(t) = CeAtx̃(0) → 0
as t → ∞. For any eigenvalue λ of A, particularize x̃(0) as its
eigenvector to get ỹ(t) = eλtCx̃(0). If Cx̃(0) = 0, ỹ = 0 and
conclusion follows from (4a). If Cx̃(0) 6= 0, we get Reλ < 0, so
that z̃(t) = eλtEx̃(0) converges to zero.

It is worth noting that, in the general case, strong⋆ functional de-
tectable implies strongly functional detectable, which in turn implies
functional detectable. Both converses are false as illustrated by the
following examples.

Example 4: Consider Σ given by the equations

ẋ = −x+
[

1 −1
]

u, y = x, z = x+
[

1 1
]

u . (6)

This system is functional detectable since for u = 0 one has y = z,
and thus (4a) holds for any initial state. For arbitrary nonzero real
α, set u =

[

α α
]T

and take the zero initial state. Then y = 0 but
z = 2α 6= 0. Thus (4a) is not satisfied and the system is not strongly
functional detectable.

Example 5: Consider Σ given by the equations

ẋ =

[

0 0
1 0

]

x+

[

1
0

]

u, y =
[

1 1
]

x, z = u . (7)

This system is strongly functional detectable since y = 0 im-
plies u(t) = e−t u(0), and thus z → 0. However, the output
y(t) = t−1sin(t2), which converges to zero, results from an input u
satisfying u̇ + u = ÿ. Then the output z = u has no asymptotical
limit. Thus (4b) is not satisfied and the system is not strong⋆

detectable.

Last, recall the equivalence between strongly (or strong⋆)
functional detectability, strong functional observer and the solvability
of some algebraic matrix equation. These results summarize as
follows.

Theorem 6: (Hautus, 1983, Theorem 3.8) The following statements
are equivalent:

1) Σ given by (1) is strongly functional detectable.
2) There exists a strong stable integrating functional observer Ω

given by (2).
3) There exist stable matrices (M,N) such that

[

M(s) N(s)
]

P (s) =
[

E F
]

. (8)

Theorem 7: (Hautus, 1983, Theorem 3.2) The following statements
are equivalent:

1) Σ given by (1) is strong⋆ functional detectable.
2) There exists a strong functional observer Ω given by (2).
3) There exist proper stable matrices (M,N) such that (8) holds.

Remark 8: Observe equation (8) multiplied from the right by
[

x(s)
u(s)

]

yields z(s) = M(s)x(0) + N(s)y(s). Thus Ω defined by

ẑ(s) = N(s)y(s) with N proper stable, has a causal realization in
the form (2). And further z− ẑ =M(s)x(0) asymptotically vanishes
since M stable. System Ω is similarly designed when N is stable
by considering (τs + 1)kẑ(s) = N(s)y(s). See (Hautus, 1983) for
details.

IV. STRONG FUNCTIONAL DETECTABILITY

We now give a characterization of strong functional detectability by
means of invariant zeros. Compared with the solvability of (8), this
characterization has the main advantages to be explicit, dependent
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only from parameters of Σ in (1), and to be numerically performed
with efficient algorithm such as (Van Dooren and Dewilde, 1983). It
is also worth noticing that, from Theorem 6, such a characterization
is equivalent to existence of a strong stable integrating functional
observer Ω given by (2) for the system Σ in (1).

Theorem 9: System Σ given by (1) is strongly functional detectable
if and only if

{

normrankP = normrankPe

Z+
inv(P ) = Z+

inv(Pe).

(9a)

(9b)

Proof. Applying Corollary 16 (in appendix) over the ring R of stable
rational matrices, equation (8) has a solution in R if and only if [ P0 ]
and Pe are equivalent. Denote by S the Smith form of P , that is

S(s) = Q(s)P (s)R(s) =

[

Λ(s) 0
0 0

]

, (10)

where Q,R are polynomial unimodular matrices (thus in R) and Λ
is the diagonal matrix of invariant polynomials. The decomposition
Λ(s) = Λ−(s)Λ+(s), where Λ−,Λ+ are diagonal matrices such that
the former only contains stable roots and has full rank in C

+ and the
latter only contains unstable roots, leads to the factorization

S(s) = S−(s)S+(s) :=

[

Λ−(s) 0
0 I

] [

Λ+(s) 0
0 0

]

, (11)

with S− unimodular on R. So (S−)−1QPR = S+ and therefore
the matrices [ P0 ] and

[

S+

0

]

are equivalent on R. To conclude, it
remains to see that (9) holds if and only if the matrices Pe and
[

S+

0

]

are equivalent on R. The result follows by transitivity of matrix
equivalence. �

Example 10 (example 4 continued): Consider system Σ defined by
(6). One can verify that Zinv(P ) = Zinv(Pe) = ∅, thus (9b) holds.
However since normrankP < normrankPe, equation (9a) is not
fulfilled. Therefore the system is not strongly functional detectable.

Example 11 (example 5 continued): Consider system Σ defined
by (7). One can verify that Zinv(P ) = {−1} and Zinv(Pe) = ∅,
thus (9b) holds. Moreover the normal ranks are equal. Therefore the
system is strongly functional detectable.

V. STRONG⋆ FUNCTIONAL DETECTABILITY

We now give a characterization of strong⋆ functional detectability.
It relies on a characterization of the properness of solution of (8) by
means of supremal invariant subspace.

Consider system Σ given by (1) and define its extended system by
the matrices

Ae =

[

A B
0 0

]

, Be =

[

0
Im

]

, Ce =
[

C D
]

. (12)

Let V
⋆
C,D stands for the supremal (Ae, Be)-invariant subspace con-

tained in KerCe. It is well-known that it is the limit of the algorithm,
see e.g. (Basile and Marro, 1992; Wonham, 1985):

V
0
C,D = KerCe (13a)

V
µ
C,D = KerCe ∩ A

−1
e (ImBe + V

µ−1
C,D ) (13b)

where the set A−1
e V is defined as

{

ψ ∈ R
n+m : Aeψ ∈ V

}

. Remind
this sequence is nonincreasing, and thus if V

µ+1
C,D = V

µ
C,D then

V
k
C,D = V

µ
C,D for all k ≥ µ. This algorithm converges in at most

̺ = dim(KerCe) steps. Analogously, V
⋆
E,F stands for the supremal

(Ae, Be)-invariant subspace contained in Ker
[

E F
]

.

Theorem 12: System Σ given by (1) is strong⋆ functional detectable
if and only if (9) holds and in addition the set inclusion

V
⋆
C,D ∩ ImBe ⊆ V

⋆
E,F ∩ ImBe (14)

is satisfied.
Once again, in virtue of Theorem 7, conditions in Theorem 12 are
equivalent to existence of a strong functional observer Ω for sys-
tem (1). Proof of Theorem 12 requires a technical lemma (Lemma 15
in appendix) and an intermediary result (Lemma 13 below) on
existence of a proper rational solution to (8).
For this, set M0

C,D = D and define for k ≥ 1 the sequence of
(k + 1)p× (k + 1)m lower block-triangular Tœplitz matrices

Mk
C,D =





















D

CB D

CAB CB D

CAk−1B CB D





















. (15)

The matrix sequence (Mk
E,F )k≥0 is defined in an analogous manner

with M0
E,F = F . Let q = (qi)0≤i≤k, where qi ∈ R

m and k ∈ N.
Then q ∈ KerMk

C,D writes, for i from 0 to k

e
T
i M

k
C,Dq =

i−1
∑

ℓ=0

CAi−1−ℓBqℓ +Dqi = 0 , (16)

where ei stands for the i-th (p×p) block-component of the canonical
basis of R

(k+1)p. Observe (16) can be rewritten as

Cpi +Dqi = 0 with

{

p0 = 0
pi+1 = Api +Bqi

(17a)

as well as

Ceψi = 0 with

{

ψ0 = Beq0
ψi+1 = Aeψi +Beqi+1

(17b)

where (Ae, Be, Ce) are defined in (12). We shall now particularize
Lemma 15 for A = P and B =

[

E F
]

over the ring R of proper
rational matrices.

Lemma 13: There exists X proper such that XP =
[

E F
]

if
and only if one of the following equivalent conditions holds:

∀p, q : P (s)
[

p(s)
q(s)

]

proper =⇒
[

E F
]

[

p(s)
q(s)

]

proper (18a)

∀k ∈ N : KerMk
C,D ⊆ KerMk

E,F (18b)

V
⋆
C,D ∩ ImBe ⊆ V

⋆
E,F ∩ ImBe (18c)

Proof. First, note there always exists a scalar polynomial d such
that P/d is proper. Thus if (25) holds with A = P/d and B =
[

E F
]

/d, then X(P/d) = (
[

E F
]

/d) is solved with X proper,
and so does XP =

[

E F
]

since R is an integral domain. Hence
(18a).
Second, observe sp(s) − Ap(s) − Bq(s) proper implies deg q ≥
1 + deg p. Thus the expansions1 (in decreasing powers) of p and q
can be written as

p(s) = p1s
k−1 + p2s

k−2 + . . . (19a)

q(s) = q0s
k + q1s

k−1 + . . . (19b)

with p1, q0 6= 0. Then, by straightforward calculations, P [ pq ] is
proper if and only if (17a) holds for 0 ≤ i ≤ k. That is
[ pq ] ∈ KerMk

C,D . Similarly
[

E F
]

[ pq ] is proper, which reads
Epi + Fqi = 0 for 0 ≤ i ≤ k, if and only if (17a) holds for
0 ≤ i ≤ k replacing (C,D) by (E,F ). That is [ pq ] ∈ KerMk

E,F .
Hence (18b) since k is arbitrary.
Last, replace (17a) by (17b) in the above reasoning. Then P [ pq ] is

1Higher order terms of q are omitted since Ker
[

−B
D

]

⊆ Ker
[

−B
F

]

.
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proper if and only if ψi ∈ KerCe for 0 ≤ i ≤ k (set ψi = [ piqi ]).
From a geometric viewpoint, this means that ψ0 ∈ V

k
C,D defined

in (13b). Since k is arbitrary and ψ0 = Beq0, it follows that
ψ0 ∈ V

⋆
C,D ∩ ImBe. Similarly,

[

E F
]

[ pq ] proper reads as (17b)
replacing KerCe by Ker

[

E F
]

. Hence (18c). �

Proof. (of Theorem 12) It is obvious that if Σ is strong⋆ functional
detectable then (8) has a stable (resp. proper) solution hence (9) by
Theorem 9 (resp. (14) by Lemma 13).
Conversely, we shall apply Lemma 15 over the ring R of proper
stable rational matrices. Note there always exists a scalar polynomial
d such that A = P/d ∈ R(n+p)×(n+m) and B =

[

E F
]

/d ∈

Rr×(n+p). Let q ∈ Qn+m. If Aq ∈ Rn+p then, in particular, Aq
is stable. This implies Bq stable by (9). Indeed, (9) characterizes
strong functional detectability of Σ. Thus there exists X stable such
that XP =

[

E F
]

. Since the ring of stable rational matrices is an
integral domain, it turns out that XA = B. Hence, by Lemma 15,
Aq stable implies Bq stable. Similarly, if Aq ∈ Rn+p then Aq is
proper. This implies Bq proper by (14) (see Lemma 13). In summary,
if Aq ∈ Rn+p then Bq ∈ Rr . Thus (8) has a solution in R since
R is an integral domain and the result follows. �

Remark 14: It is worth noting that (18c) is a finite set inclusion,
whereas (18b) is infinite. The former is thus numerically tractable
and the latter not.

VI. DISCUSSION

We shall now discuss particular choices of
[

E F
]

, and show the
present results encompass some literature ones.

A. State reconstruction: [E F ] = [In 0]

Consider Σ given by (1) with
[

E F
]

=
[

In 0
]

, i.e. z = x.
Then observe rankPe = n+rank

[

−B
D

]

and thus Zinv(Pe) = {∅}.
Therefore, according to Theorem 9, Σ is strongly functional de-
tectable if and only if

normrankP = n+ rank
[

−B
D

]

(20a)

Zinv(P ) ⊆ C
− . (20b)

Those are precisely the conditions derived in (Hautus, 1983) for Σ to
be strongly detectable. Moreover, direct computations show that (18b)
(or equivalently (14)), that is Mk

C,Dq = 0 ⇒ Mk
In,0q = 0 for any

k ∈ N, simplifies as

Ker

[

D 0
CB D

]

⊆ Ker

[

0 0
B 0

]

. (20c)

Thus, according to Theorem 12, Σ is strong⋆ functional detectable if
and only if it is strongly functional detectable (i.e. (20a) and (20b)
hold) and in addition the kernel inclusion (20c) holds. Those are
precisely the conditions derived in (Hautus, 1983) for Σ to be strong⋆

detectable.

B. Input reconstruction: [E F ] = [0 Im]

Consider Σ given by (1) with
[

E F
]

=
[

0 Im
]

, i.e. z = u.
Then observe rankPe = n+m and thus Zinv(Pe) = Zod(P ) (see
Section II for the notation). According to Theorem 9, Σ is strongly
functional detectable if and only if

normrankP = n+m (21a)

Zinv(P )\{Zod(P ) ∩ Zinv(P )} ⊆ C
−. (21b)

Those are precisely the conditions derived in
(Di Loreto and Eberard, 2023) for Σ to be asymptotically strongly

left invertible. Moreover, it is worth noting that Mk
0,Im is the identity

matrix. So the kernel inclusion KerMk
C,D ⊆ KerMk

0,Im simply
reads KerMk

C,D = {∅}. Thus, according to Theorem 12, Σ is
strong⋆ functional detectable is and only if it is strongly functional
detectable (i.e. (21a) and (21b) hold) and in addition

rankD = m . (21c)

We retrieve the conditions derived in (Di Loreto and Eberard, 2023,
Theorem 15) for Σ to be asymptotically strong⋆ left invertible.

C. State functional reconstruction with known input

Consider system Σ given by (1) with
[

E F
]

=
[

E 0
]

.
Under the assumptions that Σ is either controllable or with unstable
uncontrollable modes, and the input u is known, it is claimed
in (Darouach and Fernando, 2023, Theorem 4) that there exists a
functional observer if and only if the system is functional detectable
(see Remark 3), that is

rank

[

s In −A
C

]

= rank





s In −A
C
E



 , ∀ s ∈ C
+. (22)

This result has the main advantage to provide an asymptotic func-
tional observer design, but it has the main drawback to only apply to
a specific subclass of LTI system (with known input). For instance,

ẋ =

[

−1 0
0 −1

]

x , y = x , z =
[

1 0
]

x . (23)

is not controllable but is internally stable. Thus it does not fit
within assumptions in (Darouach and Fernando, 2023, Theorem 4).
However, system Ω given by (2) with null matrices for G,H,Q
and R =

[

1 0
]

defines a (strong) functional observer for (23).
In contrast, existence of such an observer can be studied with
the results presented in the current paper. Indeed, straightforward
computations show that normrank (P ) = normrank (Pe) and
Zinv(P ) = Zinv(Pe). Thus (9a) and (9b) are satisfied and the system
is strongly functional detectable by Theorem 9. In addition, since
V

⋆
C,D ∩ ImBe is the null subspace, the set inclusion (14) is trivially

satisfied. Hence Σ is strong⋆ functional detectable, and there exists
a strong functional observer for (23) by Theorem 12.
Actually, in the case of known input (or zero input, see Remark 3),
there exists a strong functional observer if and only if (9) are satisfied
(see Theorem 9). In such a case, setting B and D as zeros matrices,
it is seen that (9) implies (22), but the converse is false.

D. State functional reconstruction with fixed order

Consider system Σ given by (1) with
[

E F
]

=
[

E 0
]

. A
variety of past contributions dealt with a functional observer of fixed
order corresponding to dim(z) = q. These contributions include
e.g. (Darouach, 2000) for known input and (Darouach, 2004) for
unknown input. In the latter paper, the case

[

E F
]

=
[

E 0
]

is analyzed. But as the direct feedthrough term F takes little effort
to be considered into such analysis, (Darouach, 2004, Theorem 2)
is rephrased as follows. For a controllable system Σ, there exists a
strong⋆ functional observer with order dim(z) = q if and only if

Ker





E F 0
C D 0
CA CB D



 ⊆ Ker
[

EA EB F
]

(24a)

and for all s ∈ C
+

rank





E(s In −A) −EB 0
C D 0
CA CB D



 = rank





E F 0
C D 0
CA CB D



. (24b)
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A direct verification shows that (24a) implies (18b), and (24b) implies
rankP (s) = rankPe(s) for all s ∈ C

+, that is (9) is fulfilled.
Nevertheless, both converses are false since (24) is concerned with a
fixed order functional observer. For instance, the plant

ẋ =

[

0 1
0 0

]

x+

[

1
1

]

u, y = u, z =
[

1 −1
]

x

does not verify (24a), while (18b) holds. Actually, this plant is
not functional detectable nor strongly functional detectable, but (8)
admits a proper (but not stable) solution. Similarly, the plant

ẋ =





0 1 0
0 0 1
0 0 1



x, y =
[

1 0 0
]

x, z =
[

0 1 0
]

x

does not satisfy (24b), while it is strong⋆ functional detectable
(Theorem 12 holds).

VII. CONCLUSION

Existence of a strong functional observer, namely for any initial
state and any input, has been fully characterized for LTI systems.
Given necessary and sufficient existence conditions are provided
within a state-space approach. These conditions are numerically
tractable for computations, and generalize classical frequency de-
tectability conditions. Future works may be devoted to the design
of this strong functional observer, and in particular to its minimal
order.

VIII. APPENDIX

Let R be a principal-ideal domain with quotient field Q, such that
R 6= Q.

Lemma 15: (Brands and Hautus, 1982, Lemma 3.7) Let A ∈
Rn×m and B ∈ Rr×m. There exists X ∈ Rr×n such that XA = B

if and only if

∀q ∈ Qm : Aq ∈ Rn =⇒ Bq ∈ Rr. (25)

Corollary 16: (Gustafson, 1979, Theorem 1) Let A ∈ Rn×m and
B ∈ Rr×m. There exists X ∈ Rr×n such that XA = B if and
only if there exist unimodular matrices U ∈ R(n+r)×(n+r) and V ∈
Rm×m such that

U

[

A

0

]

V =

[

A

B

]

. (26)
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