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Abstract

We propose a new method for the design of adaptation algorithms that guarantees a certain prescribed
level of performance and applicable to systems with nonconvex parameterization. The main idea behind
the method is two-fold. First, we augment the tuning error function and design the adaptation scheme
in the form of ordinary differential equations. The resulting augmentation is allowed to depend on state
derivatives. Second, we find a suitable realization of the designed adaptation scheme in an algebraic-integral
form. Due to their explicit dependence on the state of the original system, such adaptation schemes are
referred to as adaptive algorithms in finite form, in contrast to (conventional) algorithms in differential form.
Sufficient conditions for the existence of finite form realizations are proposed. It is shown that our method
to design algorithms in finite form is applicable to a broad class of nonlinear systems including systems with
nonconvex parameterization and low-triangular systems.
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1 Introduction

Significant progress in adaptive control theory has been made in the areas of linear and nonlinear systems 3], [[3,
20, 26], plants with relative degree greater than one [I0, [T9, [[8], and systems with nonconvex parameterization
II'0, [T5]. However, there is still room for further developments, as there are important unresolved problems
regarding the issue of performance, especially in the presence of nonconvex parameterization.

As expressed by asymptotic stability of adaptive systems [26], robustness, and good transient behavior [T4],
suitable performance can be proven under the requirement of persistent excitation. As it is generally observed
in practice, insufficient excitation results in absence of asymptotic stability and, as its consequence, in poor pa-
rameter convergence, sensitivity to small disturbances and poor transient performance. A suitable performance
criterion is needed to assure the efficiency and quality of the system. As substitutes for performance criteria,
most of the available results in direct adaptive control without restrictive persistent excitation requirements
limit themselves to Ly and L' norm bounds of the tracking errors. For more sophisticated performance mea-
sures like the LQ criterion, some results are available [T, [6]. These results, however, deal either with too narrow
a class of uncertain systems [7] or present only a comparison between adaptive and robust backstepping [6]
without suggesting new adaptation schemes. On the other hand, when improvement heuristics are suggested
like in [21], no exact performance criterion is provided that can explicitly be computed a-priori, except probably

the bounds on Ly and L, norms for the tracking errors.
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Another unresolved issue in conventional adaptive control theory is nonconvex parameterization of the plant
model. The available approaches encourage to compensate for the nonlinearity by using an additional damping
term [I7, T3, 22]. These techniques guarantee existence of a solution to the control problem, but are limited in
terms of their practical value because of their high-gain nature. Moreover, none of these approaches provides a
performance measure beyond L., or Ly norm bounds with respect to the state or tracking error.

An important impediment to solving these two major problems at once, we believe, is the lack of sufficient
information in the conventional adaptive schemes. One way to provide the algorithms with extra information is
to augment the tuning errors. This idea is inherent to both Morse’s adaptive controllers [I9] and those based on
Kreisselmeier’s observers [I0] when dealing with plants with relative degree greater than one. These augmented

errors then are used in conventional gradient schemes
é = —F¢(Xa t)A(Xuéut)v (1)

where x € R™ is a state (or output) vector, 0 € R% is a vector of controller parameters, A(x, é) is an operator
that depends on the particular problem at hand, ¥(x,t) is the error function and gain ' > 0. Improved
performance of these augmented controllers for Morse’s high-order tuners is reported in [2, 23]. In these papers
the plants are assumed to be linear, but no additional criteria are provided except for Ly and Lo, norm bounds
with respect to the tracking errors.

The above-mentioned limitations of performance and applicability motivate us to search for a new augmen-
tation that uses additional information about the system dynamics, such as, e.g., state derivatives. As a result,
new properties in the system can be created. On the other hand, we wish to find physically realizable algorithms
that do not require measurements of any unknown signals, derivatives, or parameters. In order to meet these

seemingly contradictory requirements we propose to extend conventional algorithms (Il) as follows:

O(x(t),1) = Bp(x,t)+01(1); 87 = As(x,0,1), Op(x,t) = Ai(x,1). (2)

Notice that if functions 6(x,t) are written in differential form (), they may depend on unknown parameters
and unmeasured signals, e.g, state derivatives. Thus, the equivalent description of adaptive algorithm (@) in
differential form may produce an augmentation that is in fact derivative-dependent, thereby providing the
algorithm with more information about the plant uncertainties. These observations lead to quite unexpected
consequences. Instead of restricting the design procedure to the algorithms given in differential form (), it
becomes possible to design adaptation algorithms in two steps. First, search for the desired augmentation to
obtain the required adaptive control properties. At this stage it does not matter whether the augmentation is
uncertainty-dependent or not. Once a suitable tuning error is chosen, second: find a realization of the algorithm
in the form of integral-algebraic equation (). Such a realization will be termed algorithm in finite form.
According to our knowledge, algorithms (£) have been introduced for direct adaptive control of nonlinear
systems in 1986 in [@] and then were reintroduced later in [24] [[]. Their distinctive performance properties and

extended applicability, however, were not appreciated at the time. The efficiency of the proposed algorithms in



[ B was limited by restrictive pseudo-gradient assumptions on 6 p(x,t) (for the details see |4 ). Nevertheless,
it has been reported recently that algorithms () may be able to deal with nonconvex parameterization (see
for example [B0], Lemma 1, p. 558; [24, 28]) and guarantee improved transient performance [27, 2§]. Some
preliminary analysis of the distinctive properties of algorithms @) is available, for example, in [28, 29]. Ad-
ditional support and motivation for algorithms @) can be found in [I], where the authors introduced their
adaptation schemes from immersion and invariance principles. However, the main problem, with the current
study of algorithms (@) is that there is no systematic method that allows us to design these algorithms with
guaranteed improvements in performance and, at the same time, achieve applicability to systems with nonlinear
parameterization for a sufficiently broad class of nonlinear dynamical systems.

In our present work we suggest a new method to design adaptive algorithms in finite form ) that guarantee
improved performance and in addition are applicable to a class of nonlinearly parameterized plants. The method
is systematic and is based on two fundamental ideas in adaptive control theory: augmentation of the error and
embedding the original system dynamics into one of a higher order. These ideas are embodied in two independent
stages of the design. The first stage is augmentation of the tuning error for algorithms in the conventional
differential form () in order to ensure improved performance and extended applicability of these algorithms.
The resulting augmentation may not necessarily be independent on the uncertainties or time-derivatives of the
state vector. The resulting augmentation, however, should guarantee certain desired properties of the system.

Based on the augmentation (possibly, derivative-dependent) obtained in the first stage, the second stage
of the design method should be to find functions A, (x,t), As(x,6,t) which guarantee that algorithms ()
realize the desired adaptation scheme. We show that this problem may require finding a solution of a system
of partial differential equations. It is well-known that such a solution may not exist in general. To avoid this
problem, we consider several special cases of plant models, with their structures satisfying sufficient conditions
for the existence of a solution. As soon as these basic structures are found, we embed the original system
into a system of higher order for which the solution is known to exist. The embedding is to be made in such
a way that the extended system belongs to one of already established basic classes that guarantee existence
of the solution to the realization problem. With embedding we shall be able to obtain adaptation schemes
that guarantee not only square integrability of the error but also integrability of its first derivatives as well as
square integrability of control efforts injected into the system due to the parametric uncertainties. In addition,
we provide the conditions for which the decrease of the parametric uncertainties and exponential convergence
into a neighborhood of the target manifold are guaranteed without the restrictive assumption of persistent
excitation. Last but not the least, our new adaptive schemes can also be applied to systems with nonlinear
parameterization.

The layout of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we specify the class of nonlinear dynamical systems under
consideration and select the desired augmentation. Section 3 contains the main results of the paper. In Section

4 we present an example of the design and results of computer simulations. Section 5 concludes the paper.



2 Problem Formulation and Preliminary Results

Let the plant mathematical model be given as follows:

T filx) +gi(x)u, i=1,....m

ij [i(X) +vjmm(x,0) + gij(x)u, j=m+1,...,n, (3)

where x € R" is a state vector, f;, g; : R® = R, fi,g: € C*, 8 € Qp C R? is a vector of unknown parameters,

vi: R* x R — R, v; € C!, u is a control input. Let us define functions f(-), g(-), v(:,):

f(x) = (1(x),--, fo(3)", 8(%) = (91(%),. -, 9u(x)", v(x,0) = (11(x,0),...,v0-m(x,0))"

It will be useful sometimes to think of state vector x € £ C R™ as x = X1 ®Xa, X1 = (21, 2, ... ,xm)T, Xg =

(Tm+1, Tty - - - ,:vn)T, where symbol @ denotes concatenation of two vectors x; € L1 C R™, xo € L3 C R*™™
and L, £y, Lo are linear spaces. The time-derivative of x; is independent on 6, whereas the time-derivative
of vector x2 depends on unknown parameters @ explicitly. Therefore we refer to the spaces £; and Lo as

uncertainty-independent and uncertainty-dependent partitions of system (@), respectively. To denote the right-

hand sides of the partitioned system, we use the following notations: f; = (f1, ..., fm)T, fo = (frnt1,---, fn)T7
g1 =(g1,--- ,gm)T, g2 = (gmt1," - ,gn)T. Hence, the partitioned system can be written as follows:
B o= B+ U K= B() T p(x8) + ga(x)u. (4)

In analogy with the definition of independence of a function with respect to the components x; of its argument
x, we would like to define a notion of independence of the function with respect to the partition. Let x €
L =Ly ® Lo, and let function w(x) : R™ — R" be differentiable for any x € R™. Function w(x) is said to be
independent on partition Lo iff Ow(x1 & x2)/0x2 = 0. We would also like to extend the standard definition of
the Lie derivatives to the partitioned system. Given the following partition x = x; &x2 @ - - - & X,-, we denote by
symbol Lg, 1 (x) the following derivatives (09 (x)/0%;) £;(x) = Lg,9(x), where f;(x) stands for the corresponding
vector-function in f(x) = £ (x) @ fa(x) @ - - @ f.(x). If function 9(x) = (Y1(x), ..., ¥, (x))T is a vector-function
then symbol L 4)(x) denotes the following vector: L th(x) = (Lg,¢1(X), ..., Le,n(x))".

As in [30, 28], we define the control goal as reaching asymptotically a target manifold. We assume that
the target manifold can be given by the following equality 1 (x,t) = 0, where ¢ : R™ x R — R, ¥(x,t) € C*.

Additional restrictions on the function (x,t) are formulated in Assumptions [

Assumption 1 (Boundedness of the Solutions) Function ¢ (x,t) is such that for any § > 0 there exists a

function e : Ry — Ry such that |(x,t)] < = ||x|| < e(8) along system @) solutions.

Assumption [[Isimply states that any trajectory of system (B]) belonging to a neighborhood of the target manifold
¥(x,t) is bounded. Clearly, most of the common goal criteria used in adaptive control satisfy this property, for

example, positive-definite functions ¥ (x) for nonlinear systems and quadratic forms for linear ones. In general,



however, in order to show the boundedness of x it is not necessary for the function 1 (x) to be positive definite.

As an illustration, consider the following system:

.’,ti = fi(.Il,...,CCi)—l—.IiJrl,i:{l,...,n—l}

Ty = fn(Il,...,In)—FV(X,O)—I—u, (5)
Let ¥(x) =z, — p(21, ..., Tn—1) + fa1(z1,.. ., Tn-1), fi(-),p(-) € CY and furthermore, let the system

.’,ti = fi(.Il,...,CCi)—FIiJrl,i:{l,...,n—Q}

p(x1,...,Tp—1)+v (6)

Tn—1

state be bounded for any v € Ly, (i.e. system (@) has the bounded input - bounded state property). Then for
the system of equations (), it is sufficient that system (@) is input-to-state stable with respect to input v to

satisfy Assumption [F with ¢(x) =z, — p(z1,...,Tn_1) + fu_1(21,. .., Tpn_1).

Assumption 2 (Regularity) For any x € R™ and t > 0 functions ¥(x,t) and g(x) satisfy the following

inequality |Lgt)(x,1))| > 01 > 0.

Assumption B ensures the existence of feedback that transforms the original system into that of the error

model with respect to the variable ¢(x,t). Let Assumption B hold; consider

1/.} = Lf¢(xa t) + Lu(x,@)w(xv t) + (ng(xv t)) u -+ 81/}()(’ t)/at' (7)

Because of Assumption B there exists the control input

u(x,0,1) = (Lgpop(6,1) ™1 (=) = Lew(x,1) — Ly 5y, 1) — D, /01 ) (8)

where 6 € Q; C R? — is a vector of controller parameters that transforms () into

1/.} = —<P(1/)) +Z(Xa0at) - Z(X,O,t) (9)
where z(x, 0,t) = Ly(x,0)0(x, t). Let the closed loop system satisfy some additional requirements:

Assumption 3 (Certainty Equivalence) For any 0 € Qg there exists 0 < Q, C R?, such that for all

x € R", t € Ry the following equivalence holds

awéz J [f(x) +v(x,0) + g(x)u(x, é*, )] + %?t) + () = ¢(x, 0, é*, £ + () = 0. (10)

It is clear that if Assumption B holds then Assumption Blis automatically satisfied. According to Assumptions

and Bl it follows that z(x, é*, t) = z(x,0,t) for any x € R"™ and time ¢ > 0.

Assumption 4 (Stability of the Target Dynamics) Function ¢(v) in [I) satisfies

P
o) € CO, () > 0V £ 0, lim / p(s)ds = co. (11)
Pp—o0 Jo

2For plants with uncertainties in functions f;(-), the time-dependent target manifold 1 (x,t) = 0 may be required for control
design. This will be clarified later in the proof of Theorem Bl and in the examples section.



Assumption 5 (Monotonicity and Linear Growth Rate in Parameters) There exists function a(x,t) :
R" x R — R% such that (2(x,0,t) — z(x,é*,t))(a(x, )7 (6 — é*)) >0V z(x, é*,t) # 2(x,0,t). Furthermore,

Ak

the following holds: |z(x,0,t) — z(x, 6, t)| < D]e(x,t)T(0 —8)|, D> 0.

Assumption B (certainty equivalence or matching condition) simply states that for every unknown 8* €
there exists a vector of controller parameters 9*(0*) € Qp such that the system dynamics with this control
function satisfies the following equation ¢ = —(1). Assumption Hl specifies the properties of function ¢(1)),
thus stipulating asymptotic stability of manifold ¥ (x,¢) = 0 for 6 =0 and ensuring unbounded growth of
integral fow o(s)ds as P — oo. Assumption B is given to specify the admissible nonlinear parameterization of
the controller. For linearly parameterized plants this assumption is automatically satisfied. Sometimes we will

further restrict the nonlinear in parameter functions by:

Assumption 6 There exists a positive constant D1 > 0 such that for any x, é, é*, t > 0 the following inequality

holds: |z(x,0,t) — z(x, 6, )| > Dy|a(x, )T (6 — é*)|

Throughout the paper we will assume that functions a(x,¢) and u(x, 0, t) are both bounded in ¢. For the sake
of convenience and if not stated overwise we will also assume that functions «(x,t),1(x,t) are differentiable
as many times as necessary if differentiation is required to design the algorithm. In addition, we will use
the term ”smooth functions” to denote those functions that belong to C°°. Though it is not necessary at all
for us to require existence of infinitely many derivatives of the functions that we refer to as smooth in the
paper, this notational agreement will free the presentation of numerous insignificant details in the formulations.

Furthermore, along with already defined Ly and Lo, norms we will use the following notation: || o o)z, =
@ —0(1)TT-10" - 0(t)).

As mentioned in the introduction, we propose to design the adaptive algorithms in two steps: 1) search for
the suitable augmentation ensuring the desired properties of the control system, and 2) find the appropriate
realization of this algorithm in finite form. Therefore we start with the choice of tuning errors 1/;(x,t) and
operators A(x, t) for the class of algorithms given by formula ([I): 0= I (x,t)A(x,8). As a candidate for the
augmented error 1(x,t) we select the following 9(x,t) = ) + 1h(x,t). It has been shown in [25, B0] that the
algorithm

6 = D(p(v) + d)alx,t), T >0 (12)

with control ) guarantee that ¢ (x(t),t) — 0 as ¢ — oo for the closed loop system

X1 = B(X) +gi(0u, ke =H(x) +v(x0) + g (x)u

0 T(p(¥) + P)a(x,t), T >0 (13)

under Assumptions [l Bl—-E In addition, it is possible to show that system ([3]) has better performance than

that of the known schemes. This follows from the next theorem (see also Proposition 1 below):

Theorem 1 Let system [{I3) be given and Assumptions BHA hold. Then for system [{L3) the following hold:



P1) o(1(t)) € La, 9(t) € La;

P2) ||é* - é(t)”l%,l is non-increasing;
P3) z((x,0,t) — 2(x,0(t),t)) € Lo.

Furthermore,

IN

le ()13 20(%) + 0(0) = 6" [Zpry-1, 1113 < 2Q() + 18(0) = 67 [1%5 pry -+

Il < A(QW)+1800) = 8"2ipr) ) (14)

where Q) = [P0 o(<)ds and A(d) = maxy {[¥] | i o(<)ds = d}.

If Assumption O is satisfied and function z(x,é,t) is locally bounded with respect to x, 0 and uniformly
bounded with respect to t, then

PJ) trajectories of the system are bounded and ¥(x(t)) — 0 as t — oo;

If in addition functions o, z(x,0,t) € C; derivative 8z(x, ,t) /0t is uniformly bounded in t; function c(x,t)
1s locally bounded with respect to x and uniformly bounded with respect to t, then

P5) 1 — 0 ast — 0o; z((x,0%,t) — 2(x,0(t),t)) = 0 as t — oo.

The formal proof of the theorem is given in Appendix 23.

Notice that the function (1) is nonlinear and that its shape influences the Ly and Lo, norm bounds for
1 and 1/) Because of this, according to ([[4)) it is possible to improve the performance of the system with
respect to Ls and Lo, bounds by varying the function ¢(1)). The bounds obtained for the L., norms may be
improved further for the case when the function (1)) is linear in ¢. This is not too severe a restriction as the
choice of function () is always up to the designer. Performance characteristics of the system for this case are

formulated in Proposition [

Proposition 1 (Exponential Convergence) Let Assumptions[ZHA hold and cp(w) = K¢, K > 0. Then

P6) function ¢ (x(t),t) converges exponentially fast into the domain | (x(t),t)] < 0. 5\/H -y H(KDF
Specifically, the following holds: |1(x(t),t)| < [1(x(0),0)]e~ ¥t + 0.5\/”0 -0 ||%KDF),1

Furthermore, let Assumption [ hold, function a(x,t) be locally bounded with respect to x and uniformly

bounded in t; for any bounded x there exist Dy > 0 such that |2(x,0,t) — z(x,é*,t)| > Di|a(x, )7 (0 — é*)|,

function a(x,t) is persistently exciting:
t+L
3L >0, 6>0: / a(x(7), a(x(1), ) dr > 61 vt > 0, (15)
t

where I € R™¢ — identity matriz. Then

P7) both (x(t),t) and |0 — é*H converge exponentially fast to the origin.

It follows from Proposition [l that if p(¢)) = K4 then the estimate of the upper bound sup,s [ (x(t),t| as a

function of ¢’ for ¥ (x(t),t) in system (3] exponentially converges into the domain determined by the parametric

3Robustness and some other properties of algorithms ([[2) are discussed in Appendix 1.



uncertainty, the values of controller parameters K, and adaptation gain I'. Notice that this domain can be made
arbitrary small, subject to the choice of the values of K and I'. The rates of convergence are given by P6). In the
case of persistent excitation an even stronger property is established. The system is shown to be exponentially
stable with respect to the target manifold ¢(x,t) = 0 and point 8(t) = 6.

Despite properties of algorithms ([[2) such as improved transient performance of the closed loop system
and their ability to deal with nonconvexly parameterized models, these algorithms are not realizable in the
form of differential equations, as they depend on unknown parameters explicitly. It was proposed in [30]
to use special filters to estimate w While the approach of [30] is acceptable for systems with nonconvex
parameterization, control system performance may be suboptimal due to estimation errors. The question is
how to realize algorithms ([2) in a form that depends neither on time-derivative 1/1 nor on its filtered estimate
explicitly, nor on anything implying knowledge of unknown parameters 8. Our solution, as mentioned in Section

1, is to use the finite form @) of adaptive algorithms instead of the differential form ([[@). In the next section

we study under what conditions algorithms ([I2)) can be represented in finite form @).

3 Adaptive Algorithms in Finite Form

The outline of the section is as follows. We start from a general case and formulate the conditions ensuring
the realization of algorithm ([[2)) in finite form explicitly, i.e., without any filters and further transformations
of the closed-loop system. The conditions we impose involve the existence of the solutions of a system of
partial differential equations. It is nontrivial to check these assumptions for nonlinear model ). That they
hold, however, can be demonstrated for some special combinations of plant models and goal functions ¥ (x,t).
Further, we consider extension of the proposed method to a broader class of nonlinear systems including systems

with low-triangular structure.
3.1 Explicit Realization

Let us assume that in addition to the Assumptions[[HE that are sufficient for system ([[3) to have the properties
P1)-P7), the following hold

Assumption 7 (Explicit realization condition) For the given functions a(x,t) and ¥ (x,t) there exists

function U (x) such that the following hold:
U(x): 0U(x,t)/0x2 = Y(x,t)(0a(x,t)/0%2) (16)
Then realizations of the adaptive scheme described by equations () follow from the next theorem.

Theorem 2 Let Assumption[] hold. Then there is a finite-form realization of the algorithms ([I2):

O(x,t) = T(Bp(x,t)+0:(t); Op(x,t) = P(x,t)a(x,t) — U(x, 1)

0 = oWxt)alx,t)+ 0¥ (x,t)/0t — (x,t)(0a(x,t)/0t) —

(’Q/J(X, t)Lf1a(X7 t) - Lf1\I](X7 t)) - (’Q/J(X, t)Lgla(xv t) — Lg, \IJ(Xv t))u(xv év t) (17)



Remark 1 It is easy to see from (@) and the theorem proof that realization of the algorithms

=T+ B(x, )a(x, 1), (18)

where 8(x,t) is to guarantee at least the existence of solutions for the closed loop system, is also possible.

Indeed, in order to realize these algorithms it is sufficient to replace equations for ; in @) by the following:

0; = pBx,t)a(x,t)+0V(x,t)/0t —p(x,t)(0a(x,t)/0t) —
(’Q/J(X, t)Lf1a(xv t) - Lf1 \IJ(Xv t)) - (w(xv t)Lg1a(X7 t) - Lg1\11(x7 t))u(X7 év t)? (19)

One particular case of function B(x,t) = (1 + 6(¢))¥(x,t), § : Ry — Ry, § € C° will be used later to show
existence of the adaptive control algorithms for nonlinearly parameterized plants in the low-triangular form.
Theorem B provides us with an answer to the question of existence of realizable algorithms that satisfy
differential equations ([[2), thus ensuring the properties formulated in Theorem [l and Proposition [l The
disadvantage, however, is that the functions ¥(x,t) in Assumption [ are not easy to find. Existence of such
functions itself is another nontrivial issue. For instance, if dimxs = n and functions ¥ (x,t), a(x,t) do not

depend explicitly on time ¢, then the necessary conditions for the function ¥(x) to exist is the symmetry of all

matrices 2 (w(x) Oag)(cx)) , i€ {1,...,n}. Nevertheless, despite difficulties in finding those functions ¥(x,t)
that satisfy Assumption[d there are several classes of dynamical systems with certain structural properties that

immediately reduce Assumption [ to more easily verifiable requirements.

Corollary 1 (Single-dimension uncertainty-dependent partition) Let dim(x2) =1 and function

Y(x,t)0a(x,t)/0x, be Riemann-integrable with respect to Ty, i.e., the following integral exists

6
(x,1) /w O(;;n 2 dzx,, (20)

Then there is a finite-form realization of algorithms ([{I3).

Remark 2 Corollary [ allows us to turn the problem of searching for a function W(x,t) satisfying equation
(@) into a problem of existence of the indefinite integral of a function with respect to a single scalar argument.

has a finite-form realization.

It is clear from [20) that any one-dimensional system with integrable ¢ (x) ao‘a(f)

An interesting example is the class of systems described by the following differential equations:

Z;

fix)+g(x)u, i=1,...,n—1

fn(x) +v(x,0) + gn(x)u, (21)

Ty

where function v(x, 0) satisfies Assumption B which in turn is automatically satisfied if v(x, ) linearly param-
eterized or v(x, 0) = v(x70) and v(-) is monotonic and belongs to a sector. In practice, the indefinite integral

in @) can also be replaced by ¥(x,t) = fz"(t Y(x, )8a = t) day,.

Equations of type (Il describe a class of dynamical systems in which the uncertainties are concentrated

in a single equation. There are many mechanical systems described by equations (1) satisfying Assumption



[@ (e.g., the simple classical equations for shaft dynamics with unknown load torque, rotating platforms and
pendulums). For the case where the uncertainty is a single scalar and function «(x) can be chosen as the goal
1

function ¢ (x) = a(x), finite-form realization is also possible (¥(x) = a?(x)). Another class of dynamical

systems that automatically satisfy Assumption [1is given by the following corollary.

Corollary 2 (Independence on partition £5) Let function a(x,t) be independent on Lo, i. e., for any
Xa € Ly the following holds: da(x,t)/0xa = Oa(x1 @ X2,t)/0%2 = 0 then there is a finite-form realization of

algorithms {I3).

Corollary P conditions are equivalent to the fact that the plant dynamics can be described by system

X1 f1(x1 ®x2) + g1(x1 B x2)u

X2 f2(x1 ® x2) + v(x1,0) + g2(x1 ® x2)u (22)

and that 9y (x1 & x2,t)/0x2 = A(x1,t), where A\ : R™ x R — R™ ™ is a differentiable function with known
derivative OA(x1,t)/0t. Therefore it is possible to derive from Corollary Blthat every error model: )= —p(¥)+
2(w(t),0) — z(w(t),0), where w(t) : R — R", w € C" is a function with known time-derivatives w(t), satisfies
the sufficient conditions for realization of algorithm () in finite form. Indeed, this follows directly from
Assumption B as functions a(x,t) in this case are independent of x. Therefore if the derivatives &(t) are

known, the finite form realization follows immediately from

O(Xv t) = F(OP(Xv t) + 01); OP(Xa t) = 1/}()(’ t)a(t)

01 = e t)a(xt) =P t)a(t)

This fact, along with decomposition ([22), will be used later in Section 3.2.

So far, simplified conditions for the existence of the adaptive algorithms in finite form were derived from
Theorem Pl for those classes of nonlinear systems that have certain structural properties, such as single dimension
uncertainty-dependent partition (Corollary [l and equation [II)) or independence of z(x, 0,t) on uncertainty-
dependent partition xo (Corollary ). These structural properties allowed us to reduce Assumption [ to inte-
grability of a function with respect to a single scalar argument for a class of nonlinear systems. Taking these
results into account, in the next section we present a technique that allows us to extend our method to a broader

class of systems.

3.2 Asymptotic Design via Embedding

The main idea behind the extension of our results to a broader class of nonlinear systems is as follows. Instead of
trying to find a general solution of equation ([[H) in Assumption [d (which is a nontrivial task even if such solution
exists), we transform the original equations into a form that satisfies much weaker requirements considered in
CorollariesMand Bl This transformation should not necessarily be a one-to-one diffeomorphism, but the control

goal reaching in the new state space should guarantee reaching the control goal of the original system. One
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way to assure this is to embed the original system dynamics into one of a higher order, for which a finite form
realization of the adaptive control algorithms is possible.

Let us represent the partitioned system () in the following way:
Xl = f1 (X) + g1 (X)u

Xy = f5(x)+/(x,0) + gr(x)u; %5 = £ (x) + " (x,0) + g5 (x)u, (23)

where x), @ x§ = xg, dimx} = my, dimxy” =n—m —my, 0 < m; < n —m. Using the notations above, we

introduce the following assumption

Assumption 8 There exist
1) a partition of the state vector x: X = x1 ® x5 & X7,

2) a system of differential equations
£ = fe(x,&1); ye = he(§), (24)
ECR, f :R"X R xRy - R", f € C;hg : R — R"™™ ™ h € O
3) a function ¥(x,t) € C', x = x1 @ xh @ he such that the following conditions hold

DU (%, 1) /0 = (%, 1) (D%, t)/0x}) (25)

X€ Lo =8€€ Lo (26)
for any 8 € Qg and t € R4 along the solutions of the original system (3).

In addition to Assumption B we would like to formulate two alternative assumptions which, if satisfied, will

result in two different adaptation schemes with different performance and robustness properties.
Assumption 9 Let system ([Z4)) be given and

2(x,0,t) — 2(x,0,t) € Loo;  (¢(x,t) —(%,1))(0c(x,t)/0x5)V' (x,0) € Loo. (27)
along the solutions of @), (Z4).

Assumption 10 Let system (Z4) be given and da(x,t)/0xy = 0, or ¥(x,t) = ¥(X,t). Furthermore, let
z(x,0,t) — 2(%,0,t) € Ly for any 8 € Qq, t > 0 along the solutions of @), (Z4).

Sufficient conditions for the desired embedding follow from the next theorem.

Theorem 3 (Embedding Theorem) Let function 1(x,t) be given and Assumptions IHA, @ hold for system
@). Then for the extended system

x = f(x)+9(x,60)+gx)u
é = fg(X,S,t); ye :h5(£)7 (28)
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there exists control function u(x, he, é, t)

u(xhe,0,t) = (Lgoot(x,6) ™ (—9(1) = Lev(x,t) = Ly )0 (%, 1) = DWb(x,1)/01) (29)

and adaptation algorithms*: O(x,t) = T(0p(X,t) + 07(t)), T > 0 such that the following statements hold:

P8) if lp(¥)| > K[|, K >0 and Assumption[d holds then ¥(x,t),x, &, 0€ Lo

P9) if Assumption D holds then (x,t) € Ly N Log,t) € Lo, 2(X,0,t) — 2(X,0,t) € Ly, x,€ € Loo;

if in addition derivatives O (x,t)/0x, 0y (x,t)/0t are uniformly bounded in t and z(x,0,t) — 2(X,0,t) € Lo
then 1 € Loo, 2(X,0,t) — 2(%,0,1) € Loo, limy_e0 h(x(t),1) = 0.

Theorem Bl states not only existence of the adaptive control algorithms but also provides us with exact
equations for the adaptive control function. These equations are given by ([29), ([Zd), which guarantee P8), and
@9), 1) or ®2) ensuring P9) for da(X)/Ix5 = 0 or ¥(X) = 1(x) respectively.

Although Theorem Bl guarantees reaching of the control goal and ascertains performance improvement (prop-
erty P9)), it does not ensure the same properties of adaptive control algorithms as Theorem B does. On the
other hand, the ability to deal with nonconvex parameterized systems is preserved, except for cases that do
not satisfy Assumption [l The drawbacks of this narrower class of nonlinearly parameterized functions in the
plant right-hand side and a slight degradation in performance are compensated by relaxing the requirement
([ of Assumption [ Notice also that the difference in guaranteed performance reflected in P8) and P9)
has the consequence that the dimensions of vectors h¢ are likely to be different in the both cases. Indeed, to
ensure equality da(x,t)/0x, = 0 for arbitrary smooth function a(-), we must replace the whole vector x by
h¢(€). Therefore, in principle, embedding of the original system dynamics into one of a higher order is desired
if improved performance and extended applicability are required.

Theorem B offers a possible way to facilitate the search for function ¥(x,t) satisfying partial differential
equation (@) as defined in Assumption [ We replace the problem by one of searching for the embedding (28)
which satisfies Assumption B and @ or [ The main obstacle, finding a solution to equation ([IH), is replaced
with problem (ZH), the complexity® of which should be reduced, as dimx, < dimxy if embedding into the
higher-order dynamics is used.

Indeed, according to Assumption § and notations introduced above, the dynamics of the extended system

can be described as

).(1 = f1 (X) + g1 (X)u, XQ/ = f2/ (X) —+ I//(X7 0) + gor (X)U
. oh
he = TR0, o = () 1 (x0) g (O, (30)

where vector x; @ h¢ stands for the uncertainty-independent partition in the extended state space, and vector
x4 is chosen to satisfy equation ([23). Observe that function z(%, 8, t) is independent of x§ and dimh, = dim x5.

Then for any he: dimhg > 0, we can conclude that dimx) < dimxy = dimx} @ x5.

4The adaptation algorithms that guarantee properties P8) and P9) are given by equations @) and &), @) respectively in
Appendix 2.
5Here reduced complexity means that the number of equations in the system is reduced.
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Notice also that, by the appropriate choice of the dimensions of vectors £ and he (dimhe = dimx}) in

&), the dimension of vector x5 can be reduced to unity. Alternatively, we may try to annihilate the partial

Oau(x,t)
ox!,

derivative in 23). Hence, eventually either Corollary [l or Corollary B conditions will be satisfied for
the extended system (BO). This, in turn, implies that we can replace assumption ([E3) by a weaker requirement,
such as integrability of the function with respect to a single scalar argument.

After obtaining computable function ¥(x,t), the remaining problem is that we should be able to find
an extension (24]) that guarantees properties @) and (Z8) for the given partition X = x1 @ x5, ® he. If
such an extension exists, then Assumption B is automatically satisfied, and adaptive control algorithms follow
immediately from Theorem

Finding extension (24l that ensures boundedness (and square integrability) of the differences z(x,0,t) —
2(x,0,t), (V(x,t) — P(x,t))(0a(x,t)/0x5)v(x,0) is not an easy problem — taking into account that partition
x4 is also uncertainty-dependent. It is possible to solve it using specially designed adaptive or high-gain auxiliary

subsystems that track the reference signals x4 with the desired performance: z(x,0,t) — z(%,0,t), (¥ (x,t) —

X,t Jaxt) x,0) € Ly N Ly. If, for example, partition x5 is linearly parameterized (i.e., " (x,0) =
ox 2
2

n"(x)0), functions z(x,6,t), 1/)(x,t)%;zt)u’(x,0) are locally Lipshitz in x4 and for any 6 € €y the follow-
ing inequalities hold: |Z(X505t) - Z(iaevt” < Al(xaéat)”X/QI - hf(é)”a H(‘/’(Xv t) - w(iat))%;zt)yl(xae)” <

A2 (x,&,t)||x5 — he(€)| then the suitable extension is defined by the following system:

& f5(x) + 0" (%)€; + A(x, & 1) (x5 — &) + g5 (x)u

éQ = Fl(XIQ/ - gl)T’r’H(X)a F1 > 05 hé(é) = €17 (31)
where € = €, @&, and \(x, €,1) = M\2(x, €, ) + A3(x, &, t). To show this, it is sufficient to consider the following
Lyapunov’s candidate: V (x, &) = 0.5]/(x5 —&,)||?+0.5[0 — &, %, and observe that V < =X, & b)|x4—&]? <
—(2(x,0,t) — 2(%,0,1))% < 0.

For a class of nonlinear systems with low-triangular structure

t; = filz1,...,2,0;) +x01, i=1,...n—1,

fn(:vl,...,xnﬁn)—i—u—i-s(t), E(t) ELQ, 0iEQQ (32)

Tn
the suitable extension is guaranteed by Lemma Bl in Appendix 1. Then, combining the results formulated in
Theorem Bl and Lemma Bl it is possible to show that our approach can be extended to a broad class of systems
like those given by equations ([B2). Let functions f;(-) in B2) satisfy the following assumption

N2

i

Assumption 11 Let there exist smooth functions D;(+) : R* x R* x R — R such that for any 6; € Qg the follow-
<

ing holds: (fi(x1,...,24,6;) — fi(z],... ,iﬂéaei)y (xi, x7) || _X/i||27 xi = (21, .. axi)T7 x; = (o,...,2}).

It is clear that Assumption [l holds for those functions f;(z1,...,z;, 8;) that are, for example, Lipshitz in x.

The results for low-triangular systems [B2) are formulated in the next theorem
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Theorem 4 (Finite Forms for Low-Triangular Systems) Let system [Z3) and goal function ¥ (x1) =0 be
given, and there exist functions a;(21,. .., x;) such that AssumptionsB, [@ hold for the functions f;(x1,...,2;:,0;)
in Q) respectively. Furthermore, let fi(x1,...,x;,0;) satisfy AssumptionD, o;(x1,...,x;), fi(z1,..., 2 0;),
i=1,...,n, ¥1(x1) be smooth and the following condition holds: (x1) € Loo = 21 € Loo.

Then there exist an auziliary system

£ = f(x&v) §EeR", v=1f(x€v), voeR™, (33)
as well as smooth functions ¥;(x;,t), i =1,...,n, ép(x,E), control u(x, 0,¢, v), and adaptation algorithm
é(X,é,é[) = ’Y(éP(Xaé)_FéI)? FY>05 éI:fé(Xvéaévy)a

such that
1) i(xi, ), € LoN Log, ¥, € Ly, i=1,...,n
2) 0 € Lo and u(x,é,ﬁ,u) —u(x,0,,&,v) € Ly
3) x,&,v € Ly
4) if e(t) € Lo then ¥, ; € Lo, and lmy oo (21(8)) = 0, limy_yoo ¥i(24(t),t) =0,i=1,...,n.

Theorem H extends the applicability of algorithms in finite form to systems described by equation (B2).
Relying entirely on Lemma Bl (Appendix 1) and Theorem Bl Theorem H allows us to design adaptive control
algorithms for cascades with nonlinear parameterization without the need for damping nonlinearities. However,
performance is weaker. For instance, decrease (non-increase) of the term |6 — é(t)”l%,l is not guaranteed in this
case. Nevertheless, adaptive control algorithms in finite form, in addition to their ability to deal with nonlinear
parameterization, still guarantee certain improvements in performance. For instance, square integrability of the
control effort due to adaptation (statement 2) of the theorem) and ;(x;, ), ¥; € Ly N Ly are ensured. In the

next section we illustrate our method with the examples.

4 Examples
Let us consider the following system:
i?l = .I%@O —+ 23 .fg = x191 =+ I292 + u, (34)

where parameters 8y,0; and 65 are assumed to be unknown. The control goal is to steer the system towards
the following manifold: 21 — 1 = 0. To design adaptive algorithms in finite form for system (B4l), we follow the
steps of Theorem Bl proof:

1) Intermediate control design. Derive control function ui (1, 0,) such that for the reduced system
i1 = 100 + ur (a1, 00) +€1(t), e1(t) € Loy Oy = o p(x1) + Oo,1(t)

reaching of the control goal is guaranteed: ¢ (z1(t)) = x1(t) — 1 — 0 as t — oo. Moreover, function

Ul(xl,éo(fﬂl,éo)])) should ensure that ), v € Lo.
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2) Embedding. Extend the system dynamics (or embed it into) with auxiliary system

£= fe(x,&v); v = fo(x,&v) (35)

in order to guarantee that
u(ﬂﬁlvéo(wlvéo,l)) - U(faéo(@éo,l)) €Ly, z1—§€ L (36)

3) Control function design. Introduce new goal function 1y (o, t) = x5 — u1(€,00(¢,00.1)) and derive control
function w(x1,z2,&,t) such that ¥y € Lo, 1o € Ly N Loo. The last automatically implies that i = 2200 +
2y = 2300 + u1(z1,00(21,00,1)) + p(t), where p(t) = xa — ui(a1,0o(x1,00,1)) = (22 — wr(€,00(& 00.1))) +
(uq (€, éo(f, ég);)) — uq (1, 90(901, éoJ))) € Ly. Therefore, according to the choice of function us (1, éo(xl, é07])),
control u(x1,x9,&,t) guarantees that ¥ (x1(t)) — 0 as t — oo, ¥, Y € Lo.

We begin by determining the function u(x1, (21, 00.1)). Let ui(z1,00) = —(21 —1)—0oz2, where 0 satisfies

the following differential equation:
fo = (x1 — 1+ @1)a? (37)

It follows from Lemma B that control function ul(xl,éo) with algorithm (B7) guarantee that U, € Lo,
P(z1(t)) — 0 as t — oo. According to Theorem B finite form realization of ) can be given as follows:
Oo(x1,00.1(t)) = 1/323 + 0o.1(1); 9;011 = (x; — 1)22. Substituting this into u;(z1,6) we get the following

expression for uy (-):
wy(z1,00(x1,007)) = —(21 — 1) — 1/323 — 22001 (t); Oo.r = ¥(x1)on (1) = (z1 — 1)z (38)

Thus step 1 is completed.

Let us design system (BH) which guarantees that Bl holds for function [BY). First consider the difference:
u(x1,00(x1,00,1)) = w(€,00(&. 00,1)) = —(21 = E)(L+ (w1 + €)1 + 1/3(af + 276 + 276 + 116 + %)) (39)

and denote F(x1,&,070) = (1+ (21 +&)0o 1 + (et + a3+ 23+ 2163 +¢Y)). Tt follows from LemmaB that there

exists system (BR)) such that condition ([BH) holds. In fact, this system can be given by the following equation

£ = (21— (F*(x1,€,000) + 1) + 220 + 29 (40)

where ég satisfies the following differential equation ég =(x; — &+ 31 — 5):10% Finite form realization of this

algorithm® follows from Theorem Bl and it can be written as:

0 = 1/323 + 0 Ocr = (x1— E)at — 23((z1 — O(F*(21,€,001) + 1) + 230 + 22) (41)

6Introduction of algorithms @IJ) is not necessary here because the original system is linearly parameterized, and condition (BH)
can be satisfied even with conventional (gradient) adaptation schemes. Nevertheless, we would like to keep the consistency of our
current calculations with those steps made in the proof of Theorem Hl in order to illustrate what would happen if the right hand
sides are nonlinearly parameterized.
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Taking into account #Il) and [E0) system (BH) which ensures @H) can be represented as follows

§ = (xl—5)(F2(x1,§,é0,1)+1)+%x§’+ég,l(t)x§+x2

é&J = (21—} — 23 ((x1 — &) (F?(x1,&,00,1) +1) + %!E‘;’ + ¢ 1 ()77 + 22). (42)

Therefore, step 2 is completed as well. To conclude the controller design let us consider new target manifold
o — ul(g,éo(f,éoﬁj)) =0 and goal function 1/)2(I2,t) = T2 — ul(g,éo(g,é()y[)) = T2 +€ -1+ %55 + é01]€2. Let

us write function s (-) derivative with respect to time ¢:

; Ou(€,00(&,00.0)) ;  Qua(€,00(€,00.1)) ;
Yo = dBg— ul (;éf, O’I))f - U1(€782(£7 0’1))6‘0,1 = 2101 + 2205 + u + (21 — 1)z +
0,1

(1+ 254 +2600.1) (21 — E)(F2(21,€,00,1) + 1) + %l‘? + 0 1(t)a? + o)

Therefore, control function

R R 1 .
u = —£0 —xaby — (w1 — )2} — (z2+E— 1+ 555 +00,18%) —
5 A . 1 R
(1+ 554 + 2600 1) ((x1 — &) (F?*(21,&,00.1) +1) + g;vi’ + 0 1(t)2? + 22) (43)
results in the following error model: ¢2 = —a(z2,t) + 2101 + 2202 — xlél — ;Cgéz. Taking into account condition

[B4l), we can rewrite derivative o as Py = — g (o, t)+E60; +x292—§é1—x292—|—6(t), where e(t) = (x1—&)61 € Lo.

It follows from Lemma [ that adaptation algorithm

01 = (o (w2, 1) + 1)1 (€); by = (V2 (@2, t) + )z (22), a1(§) =&, aa(w2) = a2

guarantees 19 € Lo N Lo, and ¢2 € Ls. Realization of algorithms ) can be obtained from Theorem 2

N A 1 ~ ~ X 1 ~ .

01(22,&,00,1,t) = (za+&—1+ 555 +00,1E)E+011(t); O1r= (2 +E— 14 —55 +60,16%)(£ =€)

R . 2 z 1 A ov B\If

O2(x2,€,60,1,t) = % +021(t); b1 = (x2+&—1+ 555 + 00,1%) 32 + ;5 + = 90 I, (44)
o, 1

where Wo(22,,00 1) = [h2(xa,t) 8“2 (@2) Gy = 2 +(E—1+ 165+ 60,16%),
We would also like to compare performance of the proposed adaptation scheme with adaptive backstepping

control algorithms. Adaptive backstepping design for system (B4 according to [§] results in control algorithm:

U1 = —2I2 — (.Il — 1) — ég.f% — I%(Il — 1) — QégIlIQ — (.I% + 293{E§)é — Ilél — .IQéQ
0 = (xa+x1 — 14 é3$%)$%(1 + 2é3$1); él = (;Ez +x1—1+ é3$%)$1
ég = (LL'Q +x— 1+ é3$%)$2; é3 = ($1 - 1)$% (45)

Adaptive backstepping with tuning functions [I1] results in

up = —(ratax—1+ x%é) — (21— 1) — (1 + 2216) (22 + é:z:f) — 227 — 210) — 220,
él = (5[,'2 —+ T, — 1 + l’%é)fl]l, é2 — (1'2 + Ty — 1 + .’L'%é).’[]g (46)
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Figure 1: Plots of system B4), @) trajectories with control functions E3),( ) (thick solid lines), EX) (dotted
line), (@Gl (dash-dotted line), and (@) (thin solid line). Plot a — x1 as a function of time, b — x2 as a function
of time, ¢ — Af as a function of time, d — u as a function of time.

We simulated the adaptive system dynamics for the following set of parameters and initial conditions z1(0) =
2, 22(0) = 0.2, 8 =1, 65(0) = 6(0) = 3, 61(0) = 62(0) = =2, &(0) =0, &(0) =0, k = 10. Initial conditions
for 61 7(0), 02.7(0) and 3 ;(0) where chosen to satisfy 6, (0) = f5(0) = —2, 63(0) = 3. Parameters 6, y: 0; = 1,
02 = 0.5. As an additional measure of performance, we introduced the variable Af which indicates the distance
in the controller parameter space between the estimates and real values of the parameters. Simulation results
are presented in Figure 1. In Figure 1 thick solid lines show the system dynamics with algorithm (E3l),(E4),
dotted lines show the system behavior with algorithm (EH), and dash-dotted lines correspond to algorithm ().
It turns out that system ([B4]) with algorithm @) also reaches the goal manifold, but after around 400 seconds of
modeling time. We can see again that transient performance of the adaptive algorithms proposed in the paper
is better than that of conventional algorithms. In addition, we calculated the integral I = fOT u(7)dr, T = 500,
for every controller along the system solutions. The values of the functional I indicate how much energy is spent
to achieve the control goal. For control function ({3), ) I = 627.10, for adaptive backstepping controller [HH)
I =13329.28, for controller [#H) I = 263872.58. To illustrate the ability of our algorithms to deal with nonlinear

parameterization, we change (B4) to
x'l = xf@ + T2, x.g = 5tanh(a:191 + x292) + U2 (47)

Nonlinearity tanh(x160;+x202) satisfies Assumption B with respect to function a(x) = (71, 22)T and, in addition,
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Assumption [ is also satisfied for any bounded x; and x5. Then according to Theorem Bl control function

. . 1 .
u = —5tanh(€0) 4+ x06s) — 2 (xy — D)a? — (zy + & — 1+ 555 +00.08%) —

(1+ 254 +2600.1) (1 — E)(F2(21,€,00.1) + 1) + %x‘;’ + 0e 1 (t)2? + x2) (48)

along with [#4)) guarantees that 1)1, o, ¥1,12 € Ly N Loo. The simulation results of system ED) with control

algorithm X)), () are given in Figure 1 (thin solid lines). The value of functional I for this case is 3186.83.

5 Conclusions

The method proposed in this paper suggests a new methodology to design adaptive control algorithms. Our
method to design of the adaptation schemes is consistent with recent trends in adaptive control, for instance, [T2],
where nonlinear controllers are proposed to adaptively stabilize linear plants. Indeed, when derived for linear
systems algorithms in finite form will also result in nonlinearities in the controller. These nonlinearities are to be
introduced, in particular, to improve the performance of the adaptive system. In contrast to [I2], we show not
only that the Ly and L., norm bounds are computable for the state vector, but also that properties P1)-P7) are
ensured. The method, however, is different from conventional approaches, as it is not restricted by realizability
issues. While in conventional parametric adaptive control the realizability of adaptation schemes in differential
form determines the properties of the resulting systems (including poor performance and restricted applicability),
in our method we first determine the desired properties of the controller (Theorem [l Proposition[lland Lemmas
[ - B) and only then deal with the realizability problem. In order to realize the adaptive algorithms in finite
form explicitly, i.e. without extension of the system state space, special restrictions formulated in Assumption
[@ are to be satisfied (Theorem B and Corollaries [ B).

To realize the adaptation algorithms that do not satisfy the explicit realizability conditions formulated in
Assumption [, we embed the original system into a system of higher order. This system should satisfy a-priori
certain structural conditions that are formulated in Corollariesland Bl These two ideas (design of an algorithm
aiming for its best properties, not its realizability, and design of an embedding for realization) result in a new
method, which is shown to be applicable to a sufficiently large class of systems with nonlinear parameterization,
e.g., like those given by systems [BZ). It is very important that no damping or discontinuities are injected
directly into the control function in contrast to |9} [[5], [T6].

In the present article we hope to have extended the scope of applicability and performance of adaptive
control algorithms. Our results to date are applicable to the full-state feedback case only. Extension of the

results to the output-feedback case remains a future study topic.
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Appendix 1

In this section we consider auxiliary and technical results that are used in the paper. Let the system dynamics

with respect to the function ¢ (x,t) be described as follows:

= —p(h) + 2(x,0,t) — 2(x,0,t) +&(t), (49)
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where function ¢ : Ry — R, ¢ € C° models unknown disturbances due to unmodeled dynamics or measurement

errors. In addition, we will assume that the adaptation algorithms are affected by a disturbance:

0 = T((W+(xt))alx,t)+58(t), §:Rs— R, §eC°

Lemma 1 Let error model ) be given, d,¢ € Lo, |p(¢)] > K|¢|, K > 0 and Assumptions [, BHA hold for
e =0. Then (x,t) and 6, x(t) are bounded for the error model [{9) with algorithm

0 = (D +p@xn)alxt) +5(t) = 20), A>0. (50)
Lemma [ proof. Denote Q) = fow ©(s)ds and consider the following function
V(£,6,87) = 2(D ~ D)QY) + 0518 — 67 (51)

Its derivative satisfies the following (z(x, 0,t) — z(x, 0,t) + (t) = () + ¢ due to equation [ET)):

*

Vo= 2D - D)e() + (0 -8 (p(w) + e, 1) +5(1) + AB) = ~2(D — Dy)pt) -

A~k A

— 0T ax,t) +e)(@ — 0 )Ta(x,t) + (0 —0)T(5(t) — \O)

D

(2(x,0,1) + 2(x, 0,t))(

From Assumptions B [l it follows that

—(2(x,0,t) — 2(x,0,1))(0 — 6 ) au(x,t) +2(t)(6 — 0 )T au(x, 1) — le“) + le“) <
< —D(2(x,0,t) — z(x,é,t))2 + Dyle(t)||2(x,0,t) — z(x,é,t)| - le(t) + le(t)
D1€2(t)

(52)

—(D = D1)(2(x,0,t) = 2(x,0,1))* = Dy (Iz(x, 0,1) — 2(x,0,1)| - la(f)l) .

2 4

Then

V < 2(D— D)) — (D — Dy)(2(x,0,t) — 2(x,0,t)% — Dy <|z(x, 0,t) — 2(x,0,t) — |5(2t)|)

Dlif(t) —(B-0")7(3(t) + 20) < —(D = D1)(¢(¥) + 92 = 2(p(¥) + P)e(t) +€2(1)) +
+D11 O Xjo =072+ 16— 0750 + X&)

-0 (1- 57 ) () + 87 20— Dot + 22U (1o L) 100+

(18] + A6 [))?
4\ ’

IN

A2 (53)

where Ay, As > 1. In the lemma conditions d,& € L,. Therefore, taking into account estimate ([B3) and
inequality |@(¢)] > K[|, we conclude that derivative V is negative-definite for any t, 0 that belong to the

following set:
. 1 . .
Qiso = {1#70 '(D — D) (1 - F) P () + A (1 - p) 166 %>
1 2

le®)Z (2<D — DA} + %) +A§(”5(t)”°°44)'\/\||9 D }
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Hence 6, ¥ (x,t) are bounded. The lemma is proven.
Let € € Ly and 6(t) = 0. In this case it is possible to show that the control goal is reached in the closed loop

system with slightly modified version of algorithm (I2).

Lemma 2 Let the following error model be given
b= =o)L+ F(1) + 2(x,0,1) — 2(x,0,1) +£(t), (54)

where F : Ry — Ry, F(t) € CY, e(t) € C°, &(t) € Lo, Assumptions 3@ hold for F(t) = 0, e(t) = 0 and

adaptation algorithm satisfy equation
0 =T( +o(¥)(1 + F(t))ex(x, t). (55)

Then
1) $(%,t) € Loo, p(4(x,1)) € Lo N Loo, v/F(D)p((x,t)) € L2; 6 € Lo
2) 2(x,0,t) — 2(x,0,t) € Lo.
If F(t) € Lo then
3) 4 € L.
If in addition functions €(t) € Lo and function z(x,é,t) 1s locally bounded with respect to x, 0, uniformly
bounded with respect to t then

4) P(x,t) = 0 as t — oo.

Lemma @ proof. Function e(t) € Lo, therefore integral [ &?(7)dr < co. Consider the following function

Ak D i 1, ax
V, (0, ,t):f/t S (r)dr + 510 - 87

Its time-derivative can be written as follows:

Ak

Vy = —1/ADie(t) + (p()(1+ F (1)) + $)(8 — §) alx, 1)

—1/4D1£%(t) + (2(x,0,t) — 2(x,0,t) + e(t))(0 — 0 )T a(x, 1)
Taking into account inequality (E2) we can write the following estimate for Vé:
Vs < =(D = D1)(2(x,0,1) = 2(x,0,1))* = =(D = D1)(p(¥))(1 + F(t)) + ¢ — £(1))° (56)

It follows from (BH) that z(x, 8, t) — z(x, 6, t) € La. Let us denote u(t) = e(t)+z(x(t), O(t), t) — z(x(t), 6, t).
Taking this equality into account, error model (&) can be written as follows ) = —(1+ F(t))p(1)) + u(t), where

function u(t) € Lo as a sum of the functions from Ls. Consider the following nonnegative function V; (¢, t):

P 00
) = [ e@ds+ g [ i

Its time-derivative is:

B = o)1+ PO + o0 - 10 - FO2 ) — (9(0) - 5u0) 57)



It follows from inequality (EZ) that ¥ (x,t), @(¥(x(t),t)) € Loo. Furthermore, \/F(t)p((x(t),t)) € Ly and
(p((x(t),t)) — u(t)/2) € La. Given that u(t) € Lo it is clear that ¢(1p(x(t),t)) € Lo. Hence statements 1)
and 2) of the lemma are proven. Let F(t) € Lo then (1 + F(t))e(¢(x(t),t)) € Ly and therefore according to
(5%!) Y € Ly as well. Thus statement 3) is proven. To show that 4) holds it is sufficient to notice that 0 is
bounded due to ([&H). According to Assumption [l state x is bounded as ¥(x,t) is bounded. Then w is bounded
if £(t) is bounded and function z(x, 0, t) is locally bounded. Hence applying Barbalat’s lemma we conclude that

P(x,t) = 0 as t = oco. The lemma is proven.
Lemma 3 Let system:
x'i = fi(xl,...,a:i,ei)—l—ﬂi(x,t), i:l,...,n (58)

and smooth function u(x,z,00) : R* x R™ x RY — R, be given. Let us assume that 8y € Qq, Qo be bounded

and there exist smooth functions F(x,x',z), D;(x,x'), i = 1,...,n such that the following properties hold:

(u(x,z,0q) — u(x/,z,Oo))2 <|x- X/H2F2(X, x',z) VO, € Qo,x,x' € R"

(filzy, .. @i, 0:) — fil2),...,2},60:)° < |% —X|]°D}(xs,%}) VO; € Qy,x;,%x; € R"
% = (x1,...,2:,0,...,0)T, X, = (zh,...,2},0,...,0)T

IRt}

Let us also assume that there exist a;(x) such that Assumptions B, [@ hold for the functions fi(x1,...,x;,0;)
respectively.

Then there exist £(t) : R — R™, v(t) : R — R™, smooth functions f¢(-), £,(-) and corresponding system:

E = fg(x,{,z,l/), £O€Rn

v o= fU(X,g,Z,V), Vo € R™ (59)

such that

1) u(x,x%,00) —u(qi,z,00) € La, i=1,...,n
qQ; = (515"'a§i7$i+17'-'7$n) )

2) fi(Il,. ..,CCZ',Oi) — fl(gl, -751'717551'701') S LQ, = 2,. Lo,y

3) X € Lo = &,V E L.
Lemmal3 proof. For the sake of notational convenience we would like to use the following notations:

f’i(xla' .- 7I’i50’i) = fl(xvel)v 1/’51 =T _51

gi(t) = fi(di—2,0;) — fi(di—1,6:), i =2,...,n. (60)
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Consider the following system of differential equations:

k
éz‘ = ((Ff(qphm,z)+ZDJ2'+1(QF1,QZ'))+1)(I1' —ﬁi)+fz'(qZ'—17[9£i)+ﬂi(Xat) (61)
A _ . k _ .
O, = e, (e, (F(qi-1,9i,2) + ZDJ2‘+1(C11‘—1,%‘)) +1) + e, )ei(di-1), ve;, >0, i=1,...,k,
=i

where Fi(q;—1,q:,2) = F(qi—1,q;,2z). Taking into account () and (@) let us write the following error model:

k

@b& = _((Fi2(qi—17 i, Z) + Z D32‘+1(Qi—1,qz‘)) + 1)1/’& - fi(qi—lvé&) + fi(X, 91‘) (62)
X _ a k _ .
0c, = e (e, (FH(di-1,9i,2) + ZD?-i-l(qi*l’ @) + 1) + g, )ai(qi-1), 7e, >0

j=i

It is clear that trajectories of system (@) for k = 1 satisfy the following condition u(x,z, 8¢) — u(q1, 2, 0p) € Lo
(this follows directly from Lemma B). Consider the case when k = 2. Taking into account the equations for z/}gl

and 951 we can derive from Lemma [ that

\/Flz(%,(haz) + D3(qo,q1) (w1 — &1) € La, 21 — &1 € Lo, égl € L

Hence Fi(qo,q1,2)(z1 — &) € Lo, Da(qo,a1)(z1 — &) € Lo as /F{(ao, a1,2) + D3 (ao, a1) > |Fi(qo, ai1,2)|
and \/F2(qo,q1,2) + D3(qo, q1) > |D2(qo,q1)|. Therefore, we can conclude that

u(qo,2,00) — u(q1,2,00) € Lo, fo(qo,02) — f2(q1,02) € Lo

as [u(qo, 2, 00) —u(q1, 2, 00)| < |Fi(qo,q1,2)(z1—&)| € La, [ f2(qo, 02) — fa(q1, 02)| < [Da(qo, a1)(z1—&1)| € Lo.
Notice that ea(t) = fa(qo, 02) — f2(q1,02) = f2(x,02) — f2(q1, 02). Therefore, the equations for 1, become as

follows:

Ve, = —(Fi(ar,qe,2) + 1), — fa(ar, Oc,) + fo(au, 02) + ea(t) (63)
éﬁz = & (1/)52 (F22(q17 q2, Z) =+ 1) + 1/.152)(12((]1), Ve, > 0, €(t) €Ly

Hence, applying Lemma B to system ([E2), (E3) and taking into account that u(qi,z,0¢) — u(qe,z,600)| <

|Fy(qi, qz2,2)(z2 — &)| we can conclude that

u(qo, z,00) — u(q1,2,00) € Lo, ©1 — &1 € Loo, B¢, € Lo
u(qi,2,00) — u(q2,2,00) € Ly, T2 — €9 € Loo, B¢, € Lo

f2(qo, 02) — fa(d1,02) € Lo,

and, subsequently, u(qo, z,00) — u(q2,2z,0p) € Ly as a sum of two signals from L.
Let us now consider arbitrary 2 < k < n. It follows from Lemma B that for the error model with respect to

function e, :

k
be, = —((Fi(qo, a1,2) + ZD32‘+1(C107Q1)) + 1)the, — fl(q07é£1) + f1(x,61)

Jj=1
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and corresponding subsystem

. k .
O, = ve, (Y, (F (a0, a1,2) + ZD?'H(QO, ai)) +1) + ¢, ) (qo),

Jj=1

one can derive that \/F'f (q0,d1,2) + Z;C:l DJQ-H(qO, q1)(z1 —&1) € Lo. This in consequence implies that

u(x,z,00) —u(qi,2,600) € Lo
fi(x,0;) — fi(q1,6;) € Ly ,i=2,...,k

Hence we can write the error model for ¢, in (&2) in the following form

k

e, = —((F5 (a1, a2,2) + > Dii(a1, a2)) + Ddbe, — fa(au, Be,) + fo(an, 02) + (1)
=3

where e2(t) € Lo. It follows from Lemma B that

u(q1,2,00) — u(qz,2,00) € Ly

f(qh ) fz(q27 )ELQ ,i=3,...,k

in system (@&I)). Notice also that f3(x,03) — f3(qz,03) € Lo as a sum of two functions from Ly. By the similar

reasoning it is can be shown that for any 2 < ¢ < n we can represent the error model system (G2) as follows

k

e, = —(FA(@i-1,a5,2) + > Di(ai1, @) + e — fildi1,0e) + fi(aio1,0:) +&i(t),
j=it1

where €;(t) € La. Therefore, using Lemma B again we can conclude that

u(qj—1,2,600) —u(q;,z,600) € Lo

f(qJ 1, ) fl(qjv )GLQa xi_gieLoov éfieLOOa i:jv'-'vna

The last, however, implies that u(x,z,00) — u(q;,2,00) € La. In order to complete the proof we have to make

sure that system (B1) is physically realizable. In particular, realization of subsystems

. k
0 —"Yfl(wél(( (qz 1,9i,Z )+ZD]2+1(C[1—17C[1))+1)+1/)§1)az(qZ—1)7 ’761 >Oa izlv"'akv (64)

j=i
shell not be dependent on any uncertainties ;. It follows, however, from Theorem Pl that there are realizations

of algorithms (B)) in finite form:

éfi(qiflvgiat) = ¢ (éfi,P(qiflvgi) +éfi7[(t))7 Ve, > 0
Oc, p(qi-1.8&) = Ve (23, &)ai(dio1) — Ve, (qim1, &)
. k
01 = ((Ff(qplvql',z)+ZDJQ‘+1(%71,Q1‘))+1)1/1§i($i,§i)ai(q1>1)+
=i
6\1151 q; lagz aaz(% 1)
;785 Zw& Tob) g,
- zi®) Jai(qi-1)
b an6) = [ o) g, (65)
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Notice also that if x € L, then £ € L., and hence égi,p(qi_l,ﬁi) € Lo as é5i7p(qi_1,§i) is smooth. Given
that ¢, = e, (0c, p(Qi_1,&) + O¢,.1) and both O¢,, 8¢, p(qi_1,&) € Lo then we can conclude that O, ; € Lo
for x € L.

It is easy to see that denoting v = é&) ; we can transform system (EI), (BH) into (&) which satisfies

statements 1)-3) of the lemma. The lemma is proven.

7 Appendix 2

Theorem [ proof. Let us consider the following positive-definite function: Vé(é,é*) =210 -6 |3 .. Tts
time-derivative according to equations (I3) can be derived as follows: Vj (8, 6") = (o(¥) + ) (6 — 0)Tau(x,1).
According to Assumption B and equality [@) it is easy to see that

Vy(6,07) = —(2(x,0,t) — 2(x,0,1))(0 — 0)Ta(x, 1) < —D(2(x,0,t) — 2(x,0,1))> = —D(p(¢)) +)> <0 (66)

Therefore V is non-increasing (property P2) is proven). Furthermore, integration of Vé with respect to time

results in

X

V,(8(0),0") — V(6(1),0") > D / (D7) + @ap(r)))2dr > 0.

Function Vj is non-increasing and bounded from below as Vj > 0, therefore

Ak

D / () + ((r)2dr < Vy(8(0),87) < oo,

Hence (p(¢) + 1) = (2(x,6,t) — 2(x,0,1)) = (2(x, é*,t) — 2(x,0,t)) € Ly (property P3)).

To prove property P1) let us consider the following function: V(1/),@,9*) = 2DQ(v) + Vé(é,é*), where
Q) = fow ©(s)ds. Function V (1, é) is positive-definite with respect to 1 (x, t) and 6—0" because of Assumption
Al Its time-derivative obeys inequality: V(1),0,0") < 2Dp(1h)vy — D(v) + (1)) = —D?(¥)) — D2 < 0.

Therefore, function V (1, 0, é*) is bounded and non-increasing. Furthermore

A A% ~ Ak

00 > V(1(x(0),0),6(0),8") > V(1(x(0),0),6(0),8") = V(1 (x(t), 1), 8(t),87) > D/O 0 (V(x(7),7))dr > 0

~ A~k A~ Ak ~ A~k

oo > V(1(x(0),0),0(0),8 ) = V(4(x(0),0),0(0),0 ) = V(¥ (x(t),1),0(t),0 ) = D/O ¢ (r)dr > 0. (67)

or, equivalently, ¥ (t) € La, ¢(1(t)) € Lo. Hence, property P1) is proven as well. The Ls norm bounds (&) for

©(v) and ¥ follow immediately from inequality (B1):

~ Ak

le)|3 < DV (¥(x(0),0),08(0),8"), [$]3 < D'V (4(x(0),0),8(0),8")

The Lo norm bound for 1(x(), ) results from the inequality: V ((x(0),0),0(0),8" ) — V(¥ (x(t),t),0(t),0") >
0. Consider function A defined as A(d) = maxy{|¥] | folwl o(s)ds = d} and notice that it is monotonic
and nondecreasing. Therefore, given that fow(x(t)’t) o(s)ds < LV(w(x(O),O),@(O),é*) we can conclude that

2D
Wl < A (%vw(xm),m,ém),é*)). To prove property P4) notice that function V((x(t),t),0(t),8") is

26



bounded. Hence by Assumption Hl function t(x(t),t) is bounded as well. According to Assumption [ll bounded-
ness of ¢ (x(t),t) implies boundedness of the sate x. In addition it is assumed that z(x, 8, t) is locally bounded
with respect to x,6 and uniformly bounded in ¢. Therefore the difference z(x,0,t) — z(x,é,t) is bounded.
Furthermore, by Assumption Bl function (1)) € C° and therefore it is bounded as well given that 1 is bounded.
Hence ¢ is bounded and by applying Barbalat’s lemma one can show that ¢ (x(t),t) — 0 at t — co.

To compete the proof of the theorem consider the difference z(x,0,t) — z(x,@,t). Let function ¢ € C1,
function z(x, 8,t) is differentiable in x, 6; derivative 9z(x, 8,t)/0t is bounded uniformly in ¢; function a(x,t)
is locally bounded with respect to x and uniformly bounded with respect to ¢, then d/dt(z(x,0,t) — z(x,0,t))

is bounded. On the over hand there exists the following limit

t

lim [ (2(x,0,7) — 2(x,0,7))? = /OOO(Z(X,O,T) —2(x,0,7))% < %v (6(0),0")

t—o0 0

as fo x,0,7) — z(x,0,7))? is non-decreasing and bounded from above. Hence by Barbalat’s lemma it follows
that z(x,0,7) — 2(x,0,7) = 0 as t — oco. Notice also that ¥(x(t),t) — 0 as t — co. Then 1) — 0 as t — oco.
The theorem is proven.

Proof of Proposztzon @ Consider the following integral” fo ) + @((7))%dr. Tt was shown in Theorem
@ proof that fo )+ e((r))%dr < ﬁHO(O) -0 [%_, along system (@) solutions. Let us define u(t) =
¥(t) + ¢(¥(t)). In the other words

b= —p(¥) + p(t), (68)

where [° p?(T)dr < 55 16(0) — é*H%,l According to the proposition conditions, ¢(1) = K1, it is possible to
derive the solution of equation (B8) as follows 1(t) = 1(0)e Kt + fot e KE=7)y(r)dr. Hence

[(0)]e K + \/(/Ote—K@—T)u(T)dT)Q < [ (0)]e™ 5t + \//Ote_QK(t_T)dT /Ot p2(7)dr

1 1 » -
< o) 2 e -6 (69)

Property P6) is thus proven. In order to prove property P7) consider

()]

IN

0 =T( + o())a(x,t) = T(2(x,0,t) — 2(x, 0, t))a(x, t).

Function

D |a(x,t)T (0 — o )| < |2(x,0,t) — 2(x,0,1)| < D]a(x, )T (6 — é*)|

A~k ~ A % Ak A

a(x,0)T(0—0)(2(x,0,t) — 2(x,0 1) >0V 2(x,0 ,t) # 2(x,0,1).
Therefore, there exists D1 < k(t) < D such that

- —k(t)Pa(x, )0 — é*)a(x, t) = —k(t)Ta(x, t)a(x, 1) (0 — é*)

"That we substitute the arguments of the functions () and (-) with ¢ means that we consider them as functions of time.
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Hence
(1) — B = T I KDax(n) Dalx(r) ) dr (f0) — §) o
Consider the integral T’ f(f k(T)au(x(7), T)a(x(r),7)Tdr for t > L

! T ! T
F/O k(T)a(x(7), ) (x(7), T) dTZFDl/O a(x(r), r)a(x(1),7)" dr,

where a(x(t),t) is persistently exciting. For any ¢t > L there exists integer n > 0 such that ¢ = nL + r,

r € R,0<r < L. Therefore

i I'Dy§
FDl/ a(x(7), a(x(7), )T dr > TDynéI > < T t— I> .
0

Then taking into account ([0 one can write

I'D;s

16(t) — 67| < "7+ 16(0) — 67, (71)

i. e. é(t) converges to o exponentially fast. It means that there exist positive constants A > 0, A # K and
Dy > 0 such that [|8(t) — 87| < e=*[|@(0) — 8[| Dy. Tt follows from Theorem [ that ¢(x(t),) is bounded.
In addition due to Assumption [l we can conclude that x is bounded as well. By the proposition assumptions
function a(x,t) is locally bounded with respect to x and uniformly bounded in ¢. Therefore, there exists Dy > 0
such that |a(x,t)T(8(t) — 07)| < Dgall6(t) — 67||. Taking into account that z(x,0,t) — z(x,0,t) = u(t) and
|2(x,0,t) — 2(x,0,t)| < D|a(x,t)T(O(t) — é*)| one can derive from (G8) the following estimate

DyDoD

o 19(0) =6 e (72)

t
[¥()] < [0(0)]e™ ™" +16(0) — 9*IID9DaD/O e KU A dr < (0] +

The proposition is proven.
Proof of Theorem[d. The theorem proof is quite straightforward and follows from explicit differentiation of

function §(x, t) with respect to time: 9(x,t) = T(@p + ;) = D(dau(x, t) +é(x, t) — ¥ (x,t) + ;). Notice that

. 4 0 t 0 0 t
T R N e
0V (x,1) . 0V (x,1) . ov(x,t)
— — (7]
o T o 2T a7 (73)
According to Assumption [, %’;’t) = P(x, t)%;;’t). Then taking into account ([Z3), we can obtain
. . i da(x,t)  OU\ . da(x,t)  U(x,t) 2
t) —W(x,t 0; = t - — t — (7] 74
valt) = b0+ by = (v0e ) 252 - sy 22 M0 4G, (ny
Notice that according to the proposed notations we can rewrite the term (w(x, t)%xl’t) - g—f’l) X1 in the

following form: (¢(x,t)Lg, ce(x,t) — Lg, W(x, 1)) 4 ((x,t) Lg, a(x, 1) — Lg, U(x, 1)) u(x,6,t). Hance it follows
from (T7) and () that Béx(x,t) — U(x,¢) + 07 = p(w)a(x,t). Therefore B(x,t) = T + p(w))a(x,t). The
theorem s proven.

Proof of Theorem[3. To prove the theorem, first notice that control function [E9) provides the following

error model dynamics
/lb = _90(2/1) + Z(Xaevt) - Z(iuéut)v Z(iaévt) = Lu(g,é)iﬁ(ia t) (75)
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By adding and subtracting the function z(%, 6,t) from the right-hand side of ([ZH) we get the following:
Q/.J = _90(2/1) + Z(X7 07t) - 2(5(7 07t) + 2(5(7 07t) - 2(5(7 éat)u

where the difference z(x, 6,t) — z(%, 0,t) is bounded due to Assumption @l Denote e(t) = z(x, 0,t) — 2(x, 0,t),

then
b= —p() +e(t) + 2(%,6,t) — 2(%,0,1), (76)

where ¢ € L,. Denote

- Oh

F= 8008000 5k E

g = g1(x)®gh(x) D0y, Oxy =(0,...,0)".

——
dim x7%/

Let us consider the following adaptation algorithm:

0(x,x,t) = I‘(@p(x,i,t) + 91(t)), T >0; ép(x,fc,t) =(x, Ha(x,t) — U(x,t);
b = el e+ 20Dy n 2D e - L) -
(h(x,t) Lgau(X, 1) — Lg¥(X, 1)) u(x, he, 0, 1) — AO(X, 1), (77)

where A > 0. Differentiation of function 6p with respect to time leads to:

3 . . . da(x,t) _ oY (x,t)

bpiest) = DlxDaln) + G Na( 1) — b 1) = dx Halk 1) + v ) 220 &
N (1/)(X,t)60:9§’ t) 6\1(;(;21, t)) . (¢(X’t)acr9(iz t) 6\1(;(;2 t)) W+
(e 25t - 2T ) (78)
Taking into account (Z7) and @3) we can rewrite ) as follows:
bpiext) = deenatn - 2D e n P50 g pna ) - L)+ (79)
(vt Lga, 1)~ LgW(x. ) utx e 0,0) + (w(x 0 2550 - VED ) i)

Notice also that according to Assumption

OV (%, 1)
0%},

da(x,t)
6X2

= (X’

and ((x,t) — (X, 1)) Ly (x,0)(X,1) € Loo due to Assumption @ Denoting (1(x,t) — (X, 1)) Ly (x,0) (X, 1) =
§(t) and using equalities ([[d) and ([Z) we can derive that

0 =T(0p +01) = T((% + p((x,))a(X,1) + 3(t) — AD), (80)

where function 0(¢) is bounded. Let us define the extended state space vector q = x @ €. Furthermore, we

define z4(q, 0,t) = 2(%, 0,t), aq(q,t) = a(x,t), ¥q(q,t) = ¥(x,t). Given the chosen notations, Algorithm (B0)
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can be written as follows: 8 = T((1hq + ©(1hq))tg(a, t) + 8(t) — AB). Moreover instead of equation [Z8) we can
write 1) = —p(¥) + 2q(q, 8, 1) — 2q(q, 8, 1) + £(2).

It is easy to see that Assumptions [ and @ hold for the extended system. Assumption [l is also satisfied
with respect to the goal function 1¢q(q,t) due to hypothesis @8] in Assumption B Indeed, ¥q(q,t) = ¥(x,t) €
Loy =X € Lo = € € Lo = q € L. Therefore, according to Assumption Bl and Lemma [[l we can conclude
that ¥(x,t) is bounded and furthermore trajectories x, & are bounded as well. Thus property P8) is proven.
To prove property P9) it is sufficient to notice that (t) = 0 either due to the equality da(x,t)/0x5 = 0 or
P(x,t) = ¥(x,t). Let da(x,t)/0x, = 0, then P9) follows explicitly from Assumption [l and Lemma B applied

to [[@) with algorithm
0(x,%,t) =T(0p(x,%,t) + 0;(1)), T > 0; Op(x,%,t) = (x, t)a(X, t);

01 = p(p(x, 1)) (X, t) — Pp(x,t)0a(X, 1) /0t — (%, t) Lya(X, ) — (Y(x,t) Lga(X, 1)) u(x, he, 0, t). (81)

which is in fact algorithm B2) for A = 0 and U(%,¢) = 0. If ¢(x,t) = ¥(X,t), then according to Lemma B
algorithm ([7) with A = 0:

O(x,%,t) = T(@p(x,%,t)+0:(1), I >0, Op(x,%, t)=v(x t)ax,t) — U(x,t)
0r = p(x )X t)+ 0V (x,t)/0t — b(x,t)da(X,t) /0t — (Y(x,t) L%, t) — Lz ¥ (%,1)) —
(Y(x, ) Lgau(X,t) — LgW(X, 1)) u(x, he, 8, 1). (82)

ensures P9) as well. The theorem is proven.
Proof of Theorem [ We will prove the theorem by induction from order 1 to n for system (B2). According
to the theorem conditions functions fi(z1,01), a1(z1) are smooth and therefore according to Lemma Bl and

Theorem B there exists smooth function w(z1, 8 ):

u(zy,01) = —fil1,01) — e1((x1)), 01 =71(01,p(z1) +01(t), 11 >0
X ml(t) 8a1((51)
bur(e) = daen() = ¥a), Vo) = [ o) =5 dn

011 = ¢1(¢(x1))ai(z)

such that ¢y (x1,t) € Ly N Lao, 11 € Lo for the system of the following type: 1 = fi(z1,01) 4+ u(x1,01) +e1(t),
e1(t) € La. Hence, the basis of induction is proven.

Let us assume that the theorem statements hold true for the systems of order 4, i.e. there exists such smooth
function u;(x;, 0;, &,vi), %, & € R x; = (w1,...,2)T, & = (&1,...,&)T and the corresponding goal functions

¥i(x;,t), 5 =1,...,i such that ¥;(x;,t) € Ly N Lo, 1/.13- € Ly for system (B2) of order i:

i = filwr,..,25,05) t @i, je{L,.. i1},

;= filwr, .., 20,05) Fu +ei(t), €i(t) € Lo (83)

Therefore, in order to prove the theorem it is enough to show that its statements hold for system (B2) of order

i+ 1 given that it holds for the systems like (&3)).
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According to the inductive assumption function ui(xi,éi,ﬁi,ui) is smooth. Then by Hadamar’s lemma
there exists such F(x;,x},0;,&;,v;) that u;(x;,0;, &, v:) — ui(x}, 0, &, v:) = F(xi,%},0;, &, v;)(x; — x}). Let
us denote F72, ; (x;, X}, 0:,¢;,v:) = | F(xi,x,,0;,&,v:)|?. Furthermore, due to the theorem conditions functions

fi(x4,05), 5 =1,...,i+ 1 satisty the following additional assumptions:

(f(x;,05) = fi(x},0;))* < |Ix; — x}|* D5 (x;, %) ¥ 0; € Q

Therefore, it follows from Lemma B that there exists a system of differential equations

§ip1 = fo (61 x2,vi4),6ER
vipr = £,,,(&.x2), 2= b€ D
such that
wi(Xi, 05(%i, &3, 014), &5, v:) — i€, 0i(6541,€0,010), €, v0) € Lo
fir1(Xit1,0i41) — fir1(&i41 © Tit1,0i41) € Lo,
Let us introduce new goal function ;41 (xi+1,£i+1,£i,l/i,él7i) = Tip1 — (£l+1,0 (£l+1,£l,01 i), &;, Vi) and

consider its time-derivative ;4 1:

Yiv1 = fir1(Xis1,001) + i1 — e, wi(€iy1,05(6041,€5,01.0), &5, v5) —
Lf%’ ui(€i+17 éi(éi-‘,—lv 67;7 é],i); €i; V’L) - Lf§i+1u’i(€i+1 5 éi(gi-i-l? Ei, é[yi), €i7 Vi) —
Lfgi ui(£z+17 (51-{-17517 01 z) Sz? Vz) (84)

Denote EiJrl(t) = fi+1(xi+17 0i+1) - fi+1(€i+1 D Ti+1, 0i+1) and rewrite (@) in the following way:
i1 = fir1(€is1 © Tit1,0i41) + uit1 — Ly, u1(61+170 (€1+1751791 i) & Vi) —
Lfyi Ui(€i+17 éi(€i+17 & él,i), & Vi) - Lf§i+lui(€i+l5éi(€i+l7 & é[,z‘)7 & Vi) -
Lféi Uqg (51'4-17 éz (§i+1 ) 51‘7 é[,i)a Siu v+ 5i+1(f)' (85)
Let us select input u;41 as follows
Uiy = —@it1 (Vi1 (@iv1, €41, 80 Vi, élz)) + Lfgiu’i(éi-‘,-l)éi(&i-‘rl)éi) é[,i)7€i7 v;)+
quiui(gi-}-laéi(£i+17£i7é1,i)7£iuVi) + Lf5i+1 (£1+17 (51-{-1751701 z) 517’/1)
Lféiui(£z+170 ($1+1751791 i) & vi) = fir1(§ip1 @ Tiv1,0i11) (86)

Denoting it1(ziv1,&;41,&;, Vis é“) = Yip1(wit1,t) (as &1, & Vi, [9171- are functions of time ¢) and substitut-

ing (BB) and (B) into () we can write the following expression for ;41

bivr = =it (Wir1 (@ip1, 1) + fis1(Eipr @ g1, 0i41) — fir1(Eipr ® Tir1, 0i41) + g1 (1) (87)

It follows from the theorem conditions that there exits such function ov;y1(§;,1 ®i41) that Assumptions Bl and

are satisfied for the function f;1(£§;,1 ® Ziy1,80:41). Consider the following adaptation algorithm:
0i1 = Yit1 (it + Vir1(Wip1(ziy1,t)))eir1(§i1 ® i), Vi1 >0 (88)
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Realization of algorithms (BH]) is guaranteed by Theorem Bl and can be given as follows:

0it1(&i1 Dxig1,t) = ”Yi+1(9i+1,P(€i+1 D wig1,t) + éiﬂ,](t)), Yisr >0
0i1,p(Eii1 @ @ip1,t) = i1 (@1, D@1 (€ @ Tigr) = Vira (€ @ Tigr, 1)
011 = Cir1(W(Tiv1,t))iv1(&41 © Tiv1) — Leaip1 (&40 © igr) +
LeWig1 (&40 © Tiga,t) + 3\I’i+1(£i§t@ Tit1,t)
Ui1(&ip1 ® Tig1,t) = /ziﬂ(t) Visr (Tos1, ) 8ai+1(§&1 D xiy1) . )
zi4+1(0) Tit1

It follows from Lemma B that for the error model ([87) with adaptation algorithm (B8]) and its realization (E9)
the following statements hold true: 0,41 (€, 1 ®Tis1,t) € Loo, Vi1 € Lo, pip1(Yis1(it1,t)) € LaN Loo. Given

that €,11(t) € Lo we can conclude that
Wit1(Xi, 0i41, &1, & Vi1, Vi, 015) — wip1 (X3, 041,841, &5 Vit1, Vi, 01,3) € Lo

Let us denote Ui+1(Xi,éi+1,€i+1,9i+1) = uz‘+1(Xi,éi+1,€i+1,€i,lli+1,Vi,él,i), i1 =& OV Ov ® 0,
According to the introduced notations it is easy to see that statement 2) of the theorem holds. In addition
to this notice that the choice of appropriate function ;41 () in (B8l is up to the designer. Therefore choosing
0ir1(:) + wir1()] > keg1lvita], ki1 > 0 we can guarantee that ;11 (zi1,t) € Lo N L.

The last, however, according to the inductive hypothesis implies that 1 (x,t) € Lo N Ly and Yy, € Ly for
any k=1,...,i,9% € Ly N Ly and 1/1 € Ly. Hence statement 1) of the theorem is proven as well.

Let us prove statement 3). According to the inductive hypothesis x;, §;, v;, 6, are bounded. Furthermore,
é“—(t) is bounded as épyi(xi,éi) is smooth function and 8; = 'yi(@pﬁi(xi,é'i) + 9”). Then taking into account
LemmaBwe can conclude that &; 41, Vit1 are bounded. Hence v;1 is bounded. Let us show that x;,1 is bounded
as well. First notice that the difference &;(t) = w;(x;, 8i(xi, &;,01.4),&;, i) — ui(£i+1,éi(£i+1,£i,él7i),£i,ui)
is bounded as u; is smooth and its arguments are bounded. On the other hand we have just shown that
Vi41 = Tip1 — ui(ﬁiﬂ,éi(ﬁiﬂ,ﬁi,9171-),{1-,111-) is bounded. Therefore, ;11 is bounded. Hence statement 3) is
proven.

Derivatives 1/'1j, j = 1,...,i are bounded as ;(t) is bounded (according to the inductive hypothesis the
theorem holds for any j = 1...,4). If, however, £(t) is bounded then v, is bounded as well as w; ;1 (-), fit1(:)

are smooth and X;41,&;,1,741,0;1 are bounded. Therefore, it follows from Lemma B that ;11 — 0 as

t — oo. Thus statement 4) is proven. The theorem is proven.
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