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Abstract

This paper presents a systematic aﬁproach to the design of a robust dynamic state feedback controller using copies of the J)lant

nonlinearities, which is based on t

e use of IQCs and minimax LQR control. The approach combines a linear state fee

back

guaranteed cost controller and copies of the plant nonlinearities to form a robust nonlinear controller.

1 INTRODUCTION

This paper presents a new approach to the constructive
design of a robust nonlinear dynamic state feedback con-
troller using an integral quadratic constraint (IQC) ap-
proach. The idea of using a copy of the plant nonlinear-
ity in the controller is used previously in the literature
[1,2,3]. However in this paper, we apply a new method-
ology to construct a controller which uses linear state
fee(%]zack guaranteed cost control and copies of the plant
nonlinearities to form a dynamic state feedback robust
nonlinear controller. This approach provides robust per-
formance in the case where uncertainties and nonlinear-
ities are present in the plant.

2 System Definition

Consider a class of uncertain nonlinear systems de-
scribed by the following state equations:

k g
©(t) = Ax(t) + Z B j&1,;(t) + Z Buipi(t)

+ Ba(t)u(t); x(0) = xo; (1)
Ci(t) = Cryzt)+ Diju(t); =1,k
vi(t) = Crix(t) + Diu(t); i=1,--- g,

where z(t) € R" is the state, u(t) € R™ is the control
input, ¢1,1(¢) € R, (12(¢) € R, -+, (1.x(t) € R are
the uncertainty outputs, &;1(t) € RP, & 2(t) € RP2,
<o, & k(t) € RPr are the uncertainty inputs, vy (t) €
R, yy(t) € R are the nonlinearity outputs, p1(t) €
R, -+, pg(t) € RN are the nonlinearity inputs. Also,

€1,5(t) = ¢j(C1,5(1), 8);

iI’ he nonlinearity inputs and outputs are related as fol-
ows:

Vi=1,-,k (2

Mi(t):’wi(yi(t)vt) Vi:1727"' ' 9, (3)
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where the nonlinear functions 1);(+) satisfy the following
generalized monotonicity conditions:

l/fi(Vl) - 1/11'(V2)

vy — 2

() —vi) -l | =0

for all v € R, 1, € R and i = 1,2,---,g. Also,
N; € R?*2 are given symmetric matrices representing
the monotonicity or global Lipschitz conditions; see [1].
Furthermore, we assume that

and the uncertainty in the system satisfies the following
integral quadratic constraints, (see [4]):

dt +z(0)"S1 j2(0) > 0,
(6)

forallj =1,2,---, k. Here the M ; are given symmetric
matrices and the S ; are given positive definite matrices.
Let us define

T v (! ) £1J(t)
| a0 e, [ o

u(t
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Hence the class of controllers considered here are non-
linear dynamic state feedback controllers which contain

a copy of the plant nonlinearities (see Fig. 1);
i— K#, )

where .
i = pi + zi, 9)

1 March 2022


http://arxiv.org/abs/1404.3808v1

= () ¢
#()
B ‘q

Plant

Dynamic state feedback
controller

Fig. 1. Nonlinear system with a nonlinear dynamic state
feedback controller.

and
Ri(t) = i(Di(t)),

Also K is a controller gain matrix. The following 1QCs,
which follow from (4), are satisfied:

T ,_~,
E{/ (i — fui Vi_ﬂi]Ni|:/;%_gllj|dt

0)'Si,12(0)} > 0; (11)

E{/ "
E{/O[ﬂi

foralli =1,---,g. Here the S; 1, S; 2, Si 3 are any posi-
tive definite matrices. Now, we first move the controller
nonlinearities (10) into the plant description and intro-
duce new notation as follows:

i=1,2,-,g. (10)

[ ]t—i—:v Siox(0)} > 0; (12)

[ ]dt—i—x Siaz(0)} >0; (13)

~ é Bl,i 0 X 5 oA Bz 00 .
Tl o r|l” P loor
52,7.'_|:/:Li:|§ 52z_|:lfl ; élvj:[él’j 0];
Hi Vi
3 B (14)
g o | Bl A G0
1,5 — 0 3 2,1 — 0 0 )

A0
00

~ D11‘0 ~ Dlj
Dy = ? ;o D1y = ’ A=
% [0 0] b [ 0

foralli=1,---,gand j = 1,--- , k. Using the above
notation and (7), a new system can be written as follows:

SH

Il

o

IS}

+
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Udz

1J§1J+ZBM§21+BQU

j=1 =1

(15)

Vi=1---,gand j = 1,--- k. Also, the IQCs (11)—
(13) for the nonlinear uncertainty terms can be written
as follows:

T ~ ~ ~
/0 &, &M,

fori=1,2,---,9,p=1,2,3, WhereM and S; p are
positive definite matrices. We consider the | followmg cost
functional associated with the system (15):

Eﬂ} dt+x(0)"S; »x(0) > 0, (16)
2,1

J() = /Ooo(az«TR:z + 4T Gu)dt, (17)

where R € R™*™ and G € R™*™ are positive-definite
symmetric matrices.

Observation 1 It is observed that the nonlinearities (3)
and (10) satisfy the IQCs (11)-(13). Hence, it follows
that if the linear uncertain system (15) and (16), with the
linear controller (8), leads to an upper bound on the cost
function (17) then the same controller (8) will yield the
same upper bound for the uncertain system (1), (3), (6)
and (10). Furthermore, it follows from the above discus-
sion that the system (1), (3), (6) with controller (8) and
(10) will also lead to the same upper bound on the cost.

3 Main Results
We first write the IQC (16) in the following form which
is parametrized by a set of multipliers A; > 0 for ¢ =

1727"'79:

ti N _
[ @00 2] aea 78000 o
0 N
~ 3 ~ & 3 (18)
where Mz(/\z) = szl )\i,pMi,p7 Sz(/\z) = szl /\i,pSi,p-
Furthermore, A; = [Xi1, Ai2,Ai3] where all \; e T' =

{\i € R : \;, > 0Vi,p}. Note that we only consider
those \; € ' which satisfy the following condition

I(M;(N)) = 25 detUs 1 (Mi(M\i)) #0  (19)

where II(-) represents the number of negative eigenvalues

of M(X\;) and Uy1(M;();)) is the matrix of eigenvectors

corresponding to the negative eigenvalues. If condition
(19) is satisfied, then there exists a matrix T; such that

the matrix T7(M;(\))T; is a diagonal matrix

T/ (M;(\)T; = [

3

—Iox2 0
. 20
> ] (20)
We define T; = U(M;(\))D;U(M;(\;))~! where
~ Dy; 0 . _ _
D;(M;(\i)) = [ S D, l,Du = diag[\/=01i,\/—02.]
and Dy,; = diag|, /Ul)i;./Ug)i]. Here 71,02, are the
negative eigenvalues and o ;, 02,; are the positive eigen-

values of the matrix M;()\). Now a change in variables
is introduced as follows:

R



)= [e0] = (B (50

(22)
The IQCs (18) for agiveni € 1, - -

, g can now be modi-
fied by incorporating new variables as given below (from
now on we remove the argument (¢) from the equations
wherever possible for the sake of brevity):

r &l =1 52 i
| & <Zi][ ) 1} [Céz

Hence,

T
/|@AF—M¢W&—amSmumga (24)
0

dt 4+ 2(0)’S2,:(N\)z(0) > 0.
(23)

We have &; = Tii1€; + TiaCoy and Co; = Toiay
TQQCQ i, which imply the following relation:

o0 =T (&2, — Th12Cyi);

(25)
C2 i = T Ty (€2 — ThaCosi) + Taolo.i.

Hence, we obtain

2] = e 7 s (200
(26

Tor Ty" Tog — Ton T, Tho
Substituting for € and ¢ into (15) gives the following
dynamical system:

g
By €15 + Z Bs,i&2,i + Bau;
i—1
C1j = C1 ;7 + D1 jit, Coy = Co % + Do it + Diy i
(27)
forallj=1,---,

k,and i =1,--- g where

= A
ASA- ZBz T T12Co,i, Bas 7232 Tt
i=1

Bo

— Z Bz,ifﬂlf1zlj1 + B, Dll,i = lefﬂl,

i=1

Ca; = (Taz — Tleulle)C'z,i7 Dy ; = (To2 — T21T111T12)(D2),i-
28

Also in order to deal with the D15 ; terms in (27) we use
standard loop shifting ideas [1,5] where we require that
the following condition is satisfied for all j = 1,--- |k
andi=1,---,g:

Dil,iDll,i < I. (29)
For this purpose, we first define the following quantities:

P, =1— DlllyiDll,i > 0, (i)l =1- Dll,iD/uﬂ' > 0.
(30)

By using the definition in (30), we define the transformed
uncertainty inputs and outputs as follows:

o= ‘1’1/25 2, — P, 12 D11.4[Coi + Do il (31)
i 2 87 V2Chix + Do),

Hence, & ,; = @, 1/252 i+ @D, 1[02 T+ D2 4] and

(24) can be rewritten as follows for all { = 1,---,¢:
T
| Vsl = 16l de = o(0) Basa(0) 0. (32)
0

Now, we re-write (27) using (31) as follows:

g
i=Ai+ Z By &1, + Z By &2 + Balis
e .=t . (33)
(1,5 = C1;% + Dy ju, G = Coy® + Dol
Coi = ;1 ?Co i+ &2 Dy 11

Ea

forallj=1,--- k,andi=1,---,g where

HD

g
A+ Z BaiDiy ;@7 Cay Bai = Bai; /%,

34
ZBQZDII’L(P Ds; + Ba; (34)

C’Q,z 1/20(2 iy D2 i — (P 1/2D Jie

In order to obtain a bound on the cost function (17), we
design a guaranteed cost controller for the system (33).
The theory of guaranteed cost controllers can be found
in [4]. In order to apply a guaranteed cost controller of
the form (8), a parameter dependent algebraic Riccati
equation is required to be solved for different values of
the multlphers 71,; > 0 and A\; € T for all Jj=1-

and i =1,- ’f his Riccati equation is given below:

(A— BoG7'D,CHX 4+ Xo (A — BGS'D-C)T

— X, B:G;'B3 X, + X, B2- B], X, (35)
+ (I - D.G;'DHC, =0;
where
r R1/2 T r 0 T
0 G1/2
NaRIoR! NGRIUR
c, = . |.D, = "~ |,¢,=D"D,,
\/Tlv,kcl,k w/Tlv,le,k
Ca,1 Doy
Cag | | Dayg
— Bl,l Bl,k », »
B2 B g g,
(36)

The parameters 7y 1, - - , 71, and \; € I' are chosen such
that the Riccati equation (35) has a positive definite
solution X, > 0.



Assumption1l For any 7 ; > O and \; € 'V j =
1,---,kandi=1,--- g satisfying conditions (19), (29),
the following conditions are satisfied:

(1) The Riccati equation (35) has a symmetric nonneg-

ative definite solution X . .
If the conditions (19), (29W} along the Assumption 1 are

satisfied then a controller of the form (8) for the system
(33) can be obtained as follows:

u=-G ' BIX, + DTC, )z (37)

and hence we define K 2 —G;liBQTXT + DIC.]. The
golliresponding bound on the cost function is obtained as
ollows:

k g
J <@ Xo@o+ Y T1yE0 S1d0+ Y dg Saado. (38)

j=1 i=1

Theorem 1 Suppose there exist constants 71 ; > 0 and
vectors \; e 'V 3 =1,---kandi = 1,---,9 such
that conditions (19), (29), along with Assumption 1 are
satisfied. Then:
(1) If the controller defined by (35), (36), and (37) is
applied to the uncertain system defined by (32), (33),
(32), then the cost functional (17) satisfies the bound
J(u()) < Vi
(2) If the controller defined by (35), (36), and (37)
is applied to the uncertain system defined by (24),
(27), then the cost functional (17) satisfies the bound
J(u()) < V..
Proof: The first part of the theorem follows directly
from the main results of [4] [Theorem 5.3.1]. The second
part of the theorem is a result of condition (29) which
allows for the system (24), (27) to be written in the
form (32), (33) and hence application of the result in [4]
[Theorem 5.3.1] to this system will result in J(u(-)) <V,
as noted in Observation 1. |
Theorem 2 Suppose there exist constants 71 ; > 0 and
vectors \; € 'V j=1,--- kandi =1,---,g such
that conditions (19), (29), along with Assumption 1 are
satisfied. If the nonlinear controller defined by (8), (10),
(14) is applied to the nonlinear uncertain system defined
by (1), (8), (6), then the cost functional (17) satisfies the
bound Jr%u()) <V..
Proof: Theresult directly follows from part (ii) of The-
orem 2 and the construction of the IQC (24), the system
27) and the controller (8) along with the discussion in
bservation 1.
4 Tllustrative Example
An example of state feedgack control of axial compressor
surge is considered in [1,6,7] and is given as follows:

T = —x9 — gxf — %x?, Ty = u; (39)
where z1 and x5 are the system states, and u is the con-
trol input. In order to obtain a noniinearity which is
monotonic and sector bounded, we add a linear function
to the nonlinearity. We also add an additional uncer-
tainty satisfying an IQC for robustness purposes. Hence,
we obtain

. 3 .
1 = (5961 —xz2— 1), T2 = (u+&1,1); (40)
¢11=0.1z1; 11 = x1;
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Fig. 2. Compressor states x1, 2 and control input u.

where puy = ¥(11) = %Vl + %V% + %V:f The uncer-
tainty input & ; satisfies the IQC fOT £ dt < fOT (Gt dt
for all T > 0. We solve the algebraic Riccati equation
(35) for the steady state stabilizing solution for possi-
ble values of 711 > 0 and A\ > 0 satisfying conditions
(4), (5), (29) along with Assumption 1 and considering
the IQCs (6), (11)-(13). These values of 71,1 > 0 and
A = [A11, A1,2, A1,3] are chosen so that steady state
cost bound (38) is minimized. The value of bound on the
cost functional (17) for an initial condition of x1(0) = 1
and z5(0) = 0 is obtained as V. = 0.5772 for the follow-
ing values of the parameters:

)\1,1 :1, )\172 = 01, )\173 = 12, T1,1 = 015

The cost bound obtained using this scheme is lower than
the cost bound obtained in [1] for the same example.
This is expected as in the state feedback design we as-
sume that all states are available for measurement. The
nonlinear system with the nonlinear state feedback con-
troller has also been simulated using the above initial
conditions and by assuming &; 1 = 0. The result of the
simulation is presented in Fig. 2. It is observed that the
control system performance is satisfactory.
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