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ABSTRACT

The paper addresses the exact linearization of flat nonlinear discrete-time systems by generalized
static or dynamic feedbacks which may also depend on forward-shifts of the new input. We first
investigate the question which forward-shifts of a given flat output can be chosen in principle as
a new input, and subsequently how to actually introduce the new input by a suitable feedback.
With respect to the choice of a feasible input, easily verifiable conditions are derived. Introducing
such a new input requires a feedback which may in general depend not only on this new input
itself but also on its forward-shifts. This is similar to the continuous-time case, where feedbacks
which depend on time derivatives of the closed-loop input — and in particular quasi-static ones —
have already been used successfully for the exact linearization of flat systems since the nineties
of the last century. For systems with a flat output that does not depend on forward-shifts of the
input, it is shown how to systematically construct a new input such that the total number of the
corresponding forward-shifts of the flat output is minimal. Furthermore, it is shown that in this
case the calculation of a linearizing feedback is particularly simple, and the subsequent design of
a discrete-time flatness-based tracking control is discussed. The presented theory is illustrated by
the discretized models of a wheeled mobile robot and a 3DOF helicopter.
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1. Introduction

The concept of flatness has been introduced in the 1990s by Fliess, Lévine, Martin and Rouchon

for nonlinear continuous-time systems (see e.g. [Fliess, Lévine, Martin, and Rouchonl (1995) and
[Fliess, Lévine, Martin, and Rouchonl (1999)). Roughly speaking, a continuous-time system is flat if

all system variables can be parameterized by a flat output and its time derivatives, which in turn
depends on the system variables and their time derivatives. In other words, there exists a one-to-one
correspondence between the trajectories of a flat system and the trajectories of a trivial system.
Since these properties allow an elegant solution to motion planning problems and a systematic
design of tracking controllers, flatness belongs doubtlessly to the most popular nonlinear control
concepts.

For the practical implementation of a flatness-based control, it is important to evaluate
the continuous-time control law at a sufficiently high sampling rate. If this is not possible,
it can be advantageous to design the controller directly for a suitable discretization of the

continuous-time system, see e.g. [Diwold, Kolar, and Schober]l (2022a). Thus, transferring the flat-
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ness concept to discrete-time systems is both interesting from a theoretical and an applica-
tion point of view. In fact, there are two equally obvious possibilities: The first one is to re-
place the time derivatives of the continuous-time definition by forward-shifts. This point of

view has been adopted e.g. in [Kaldmie and Kotta (12Q13 Sira-Ramirez and_Agrawal (|21)D_41 or
Kolar, Kaldmée, Schoberl, Kotta, and Schlacher

(IZQld), and is consistent with the linearizability
b discrete-time endogenous dynamic feedback as it is defined in |[Aranda-Bricaire and Moog
(Ig@) The second approach is based on the one-to-one correspondence of the system trajectories
to the trajectories of a trivial system. In contrast to the first approach, in this case the flat out-
put may also depend on backward-shifts of the system variables, see [Diwold, Kolar, and Schiber]
(IZQZZH) or |Guillot_and Millérioux (|2Q2d . Since it is more general, within the present paper we
consider the second approach, and refer to the first one, which is included as a special case, as
forward-flatness.

For flat continuous-time systems, the problem of exact linearization by different types of feed-
back as well as a subsequent tracking control design have already been studied extensively since
the nineties of the last century. The simplest approach is to perform an exact linearization such
that the new input corresponds to the highest time derivatives of the flat output that appear in the
parameterization of the system variables. This can always be achieved by a classical (endogenous)
dynamic feedback, see e.g. [Fliess et al) (ILM) However, it is well-known that it can be advanta-
geous to choose appropriate lower-order time derivatives of the flat output as a new input. In this
case, the required feedback depends also on time derivatives of the new input, and is hence not

a dynamic feedback in the classical sense — see [Delaleau and Rudolphl (1998), Rudolphl (2021), or
Gstéttner, Kolar, and Schober] (20214). An important advantage of such an exact linearization is

that it allows e.g. to achieve a lower-order error dynamics for a subsequently designed tracking
control.

For flat discrete-time systems, it has been shown in [Diwold et all (2022h) that — similar to the
continuous-time case — they can be exactly linearized by a dynamic feedback such that the new
input of the closed-loop system corresponds to the highest forward-shifts of the flat output that
appear in the parameterization of the system variables. Furthermore, it has been demonstrated in

i 2Q22221) for the practical example of a gantry crane that also an exact linearization
which introduces lower-order forward-shifts of the flat output as a new input is in principle appli-
cable. This allows to achieve a lower-order tracking error dynamics, but requires a feedback which
depends also on forward-shifts of the new input. Since in the particular case of the gantry crane
the required feedback does not have a dynamic part, it is a discrete-time quasi-static feedback —
see e.g. [Aranda-Bricaire and Kotta (2001), where such a type of feedback is used in a different
context. However, according to the authors’ best knowledge, a thorough theoretical analysis of the
problem of exact linearization and tracking control design for flat discrete-time systems does not
yet exist in the literature. Thus, the aim of the present paper is to close this gap: We investigate
which (lower-order) forward-shifts of a flat output can be used in principle as a new input, and
how to actually introduce such a new input by a suitable feedback. After discussing the general
case, we consider systems with a flat output that does not depend on future values of the control
input. We show how to systematically construct a new input such that the sum of the orders of the
corresponding forward-shifts of the components of the flat output is minimal, and that deriving a
linearizing feedback is particularly simple in this case. Furthermore, we show how such an exact
linearization can be used as a basis for the systematic design of a flatness-based tracking control,
and demonstrate our results by two examples.

The employed mathematical methods are similar as in |Gstottner et all (20214), where we have
proven that every flat continuous-time system with a flat output that is independent of time deriva-
tives of the input can be exactly linearized by a quasi-static feedback of its classical state. Hence, it
is particularly important to emphasize that like in (Gstottner et all (2!!215) we restrict ourselves to
feedbacks of the classical system state, and do not consider feedbacks of generalized states as e.g. in




Delalean and Rudolphl (1998) or Rudolph (2021). However, it should be noted that the considered

feedbacks are more general than a usual static or dynamic feedback in the sense that they may also
depend on forward-shifts of the closed-loop input.

The paper is organized as follows: In Section 2] and Section [3] we introduce some notation and
recapitulate the concept of flatness for discrete-time systems. In Section Ml we investigate the exact
linearization of flat discrete-time systems in general, and derive further results for systems with a
flat output that does not depend on future values of the control input. The design of a flatness-
based tracking control is discussed in Section Bl and in Section [6] the developed theory is finally
applied to the discretized models of a wheeled mobile robot and a 3DOF helicopter.

2. Notation

Throughout the paper we make use of some basic differential-geometric concepts. Let X be an
n-dimensional smooth manifold equipped with local coordinates z%, i = 1,...,n, and h: X — R™
some smooth function. Then we denote by d,h the m x n Jacobian matrix of h = (h',..., h™) with
respect to x = (z!,...,2"). The partial derivative of a single component k7 with respect to a coor-
dinate z' is denoted by 0,:h7. Furthermore, dh/ = 9,1 h/dat +. ..+ 0, hidz™ denotes the differential
(exterior derivative) of the function h?, where dz’, i = 1,...,n are the differentials corresponding
to the local coordinates. We frequently use dh as an abbreviation for the set {dh',...,dh™}, and
with e.g. span{dh',... , dh™} we mean the span over the ring C°°(X) of smooth functions. The
symbols C and D are used in the sense that they also include equality.

To denote forward- and backward-shifts of the system variables, we use subscripts in brackets.
For instance, the a-th forward- or backward-shift of a component 3’ of a flat output y with o € Z is

denoted by yfa], and y[q) = (y[la], . ,y[”;}). To keep expressions which depend on different numbers

of shifts of different components of a flat output readable, we use multi-indices. If A = (a',...,a™)
and B = (b',...,b™) are two multi-indices with A < B, i.e., a/ < b for j =1,...,m, then

Y1) = W)+ Ymy)

and

Y[A,B] = (y[lal,bl], .. 79[72771,%})

J
[ad b7

subtraction of multi-indices is performed componentwise, and for an integer ¢ we define A+ ¢ =
(a' £e¢,...,a™ £ c). Furthermore, #A = Z;n:l a’ denotes the sum over all components of a multi-

with y{aj’bj} = (yf;lj], . ,y{bﬂ). In the case a’ > b we define y | as empty. The addition and

index. As an example consider the tuple y = (y',%?), an integer ¢ = 2, and multi-indices A = (0, 2),
B = (1,2). We then have yi = (yjy, ¥i): Y14 = (', ¥fy) yiam = 'yl vhy), and yag =
(y[lﬂ,y[%ﬂ) as well as #4 = 2 and #B = 3.

Frequently, it is also convenient to decompose the components of a flat output y or the input u
into several blocks like e.g.

1 my

y=, .., y"y

Y1 Y2

il g™,

Since such blocks are also denoted by a subscript, in this case the first subscript always refers to



the block, and shifts are denoted by a second subscript in brackets. For instance,

Y] = (y[la]7 s 7y[TZ}17yfg]l+17 s ’y[rtrxb})
Y1) y;’[a]
with some integer a € Z, or yy (4,] = h i) ,y;n[laml]) with some multi-index A1 = (a},...,a]").
’ I 1

3. Discrete-time systems and flatness

In this contribution, we consider time-invariant discrete-time nonlinear systems
b= =1 1)
" = fY(zu), i=1,...,n (

with dim(z) = n, dim(u) = m and smooth functions fi(x,u). In addition, we assume that the
system ([Il) meets the submersivity condition

rank(9(,.) f) = n, (2)

which is common in the discrete-time literature and necessary for accessibility.

Like in Diwold et all (2022h), we call a discrete-time system () flat if there exists a one-
to-one correspondence between its solutions (z(k),u(k)) and solutions y(k) of a trivial system
(arbitrary trajectories that need not satisfy any difference equation) with the same number of
inputs. Before we state a more rigorous definition of discrete-time flatness, let us consider the
coupling of the trajectories z(k) and u(k) by the system equations (). By a repeated application
of (), all forward-shifts z(k + «), a > 1 of the state variables are obviously determined by x(k)
and the input trajectory u(k + «) for @ > 0. A similar argument holds for the backward-direction:
Because of the submersivity condition (2]), there always exist m functions g(z,u) such that the
(n+m) x (n +m) Jacobian matrix

O f Ouf
029 Oug

is regular and the map

hence locally invertible. By a repeated application of its inverse

(x7 u) - 1/1($+7 C) ) (4)

all backward-shifts x(k — 3), u(k — ) of the state- and input variables for 5 > 1 are determined by
x(k) and backward-shifts ((k — 3), 5 > 1 of the system variables ¢ defined by (3]). Hence, if only a
finite time-interval is considered, the system trajectories (z(k),u(k)) can be identified with points
of a manifold ([_; 1) X & XU, with coordinates (([_;), - - -, {[—1), T, U, upy], - - - , upz,]) and suitably
chosen integers I¢, l,. If h € C°°((j_. —1] X X x Ujg,)) is a function defined on this manifold, then
its future values can be determined by a repeated application 67 of the forward-shift operator

5(h( . 7<[—2}7C[—1]7$7u7u[1}7 s )) = h( . ,C[_l],g(x,u),f(:n,u),u[l],u[g], s ) : (5)
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Likewise, its past values can be determined by a repeated application 6—? of the backward-shift
operator

5_1(h(' e ,C[_”,%,U,U[H,U[Q}, s )) - h’( e 7C[—2}7¢5L‘(m7 C[—l})awu(‘ra C[—l])?uvu[1]7 s ) ) (6)

where 1, and v, are the corresponding components of (). Since we work in a finite-dimensional
framework, it is important to emphasize that § only yields the correct forward-shift if the integer
L, is chosen large enough such that the considered function h does not already depend on ujp,).
Likewise, 6~! only yields the correct backward-shift if l¢ is chosen large enough such that the
function h does not already depend on (_;j. Thus, throughout this contribution we assume that
l,, and [ are chosen large enough such that (Bl and (@) act as correct forward- and backward-shifts
on all considered functions.

Like the discrete-time static feedback linearization problem, discrete-time flatness is considered
in a suitable neighborhood of an equilibrium (zq,uo) of the system (). On the manifold ([_; ;) x
X x Uy}, an equilibrium corresponds to a point with coordinates (Cp, ..., Co, o, U0, Uo, - - - ; Uo)
with (g = g(x, up) according to ([B)). Hence, evaluated at an equilibrium point (or, in other words,
at an equilibrium trajectory), the functions d(h) and 6~!(h) have the same value as the function h
itself.

Definition 3.1. (Diwold et all (2022h)) The system () is said to be flat around an equilibrium
(zo,up), if the n + m coordinate functions x and u can be expressed locally by an m-tuple of
functions

yj:('pj(C[—ql]v"'7C[—1]7$7u7"'7u[q2])7 J=1....m (7)
and their forward-shifts

y[l] = (55(,0(([_[11}, e ,C[_l],az, Uy ... ,U[q2]))
Y21 = 4 (@(C[—ql]v SERE) C[—l})x7 U, ... 7u[qﬂ)) (8)

up to some finite order. The m-tuple (7)) is called a flat output.

The representation of x and u by a flat output () is unique and has the form

I’Z:F;(y77y[R—l})7 Z:l,,n (9)
uJ:Fﬂ(y,...,y[R]), j:l"”’m.
The multi-index R = (7,1’ ...,7™) consists of the number of forward-shifts of each component of the

flat output () that are needed to express x and wu. After substituting (&) into (@), the equations are
satisfied identically. Because of Lemma [AT] (see the appendix), this is equivalent to the condition

dz € span{dyp, ...,dd" " (¢)}
du € span{d, ...,d5"(p)}

which we shall use later. The uniqueness of the map () is a consequence of the fact that all forward-
and backward-shifts of a flat output are functionally independent, see [Diwold et all (IZQZZH) Fur-
thermore, the rows of the Jacobian matrix of the right-hand side of (@) with respect to y g are
linearly independent, i.e., the map (@) is a submersion. With a restriction to flat outputs that




are independent of backward-shifts of the system variables, Definition [3.1] leads to the concept of

forward flatness cons1dered e.g. in [Sira-Ramirez and Agrawal (2004), Kaldméie and Kotta (2013),

Definition 3.2. (Diwold et all (2022h)) The system () is said to be forward—ﬂat, if it meets the
conditions of Definition B.I] with a flat output of the form y/ = ¢/ (z,u,. .., uj,)).

For continuous-time systems, the computation of flat outputs is known to be a challeng-

mg problem. Recent research in this field can be found e.g. in Nicolau and Respondek (2017),
Nicolau and RespondeX (2!!19 or (Gstottner, Kolar, and Schiber] 02!!21H For discrete-time sys-
tems, in contrast, we have Shown in [Kolar, Schéberl, and Diwold (2021) that every forward-flat

system can be decomposed by coordinate transformations into a smaller-dimensional forward-flat
subsystem and an endogenous dynamic feedback. Because of this property, it is possible to check
the forward-flatness of a system ([Il) similar to the well-known static feedback linearization test by
computing a certain sequence of distributions, see |[Kolar, Diwold, and Schober (IM) However,
even though ideas for an extension of this approach to the general case of Definition B.1] can be
found in [Kaldmae (2021), a computationally efficient test does not yet exist. Hence, within the
present paper, we assume that a flat output is given and do not address its computation.

4. Exact linearization

In Diwold et all (2022H), it has been shown that every flat discrete-time system () can be exactly
linearized by a dynamic feedback which leads to an input-output behaviour of the form yfm =X

j =1,...,m between the new input v = 6%(¢) and the considered flat output (7). In the following,
we address the question whether also lower-order forward-shifts v = 64 () of the flat output with
a suitable multi-index 0 < A < R can be chosen as new input. This is particularly interesting for
the subsequent design of a tracking control, since with an input-output behaviour

yfaﬂ:vj7 J=1....m

the order of the tracking error dynamics is given by #A4 = Z;n:l a’ instead of #R = Z;”Zl .

Example 4.1. Consider the system

ot =gt ol
prt = (10)
23t = 2
with the flat output
y? = p?(z) = 2%



The corresponding parameterization (@) of the system variables by the flat output is given by

rl =gyt
2?2 =92
x3:y[21] <1—y +y[1])
ul =y —y'
i
2_ 2
—yu< %u+ym)v

i.e., there occur forward-shifts of the flat output up to the order R = (2,2). Thus, as shown in
Diwold et. al) 121!225), by applying a dynamic feedback it is definitely possible to introduce a new
input v = (6%('), 6%(¢?)) and hence achieve an input-output behaviour

_ 1
ygg] =
2
Y = v~
However, it is actually also possible to introduce lower-order forward-shifts of the flat output (LTI
as a new input: Let us define

1 1 11
vt = 0(¢') =z +u
2 12
v? = 0%(¢?) = u[lz-i-l (12)

(i.e., A =(1,2)) and complement these equations by the forward-shift
vy = )y =2t +ul + u[ll} .
If we solve the resulting set of equations for u! and u? as well as u[ll], the original inputs are given
by
1 1 1

u =v —

u? = (1 — vl + U[ll]> v, (13)

With the feedback] (@3], it is possible to introduce the input (I2]) and achieve an input-output
behaviour

=,
Yo = V-

However, as already mentioned in the introduction, this requires a feedback which also depends on
forward-shifts of the new input.

In this introductory example, we have chosen the new input v = (§(¢!), §%(p?)) without a prior
theoretical justification. The criterion for the feasibility of an m-tuple of forward-shifts 64 () of a
flat output (@) as a new input v is the possibility to realize arbitrary trajectories v(k + «), a« > 0
independently of the previous trajectory of the system. More precisely, like for the original input w,
at every time step k the system (II) must permit arbitrary trajectories v(k+«), @ > 0 independently
of its current state x(k) and past values ((k — (), 5 > 1. That is, for every possible state z(k) and

I The feedback [@3) is actually a discrete-time quasi-static feedback, see e.g. [Aranda-Bricaire and Kotta )



past values ((k — /), 8 > 1 there must exist a trajectory u(k + «), a > 0 of the original control
input such that the desired trajectory v(k + «), @ > 0 can be realized. The practical importance
of this criterion is obvious, since otherwise there would be no guarantee that a trajectory v(k + «),
a > 0 requested e.g. by a controller for the exactly linearized system can actually be achieved.

Similar considerations for flat continuous-time systems can be found in |Gstottner et all (2021a),
where it has to be ensured that arbitrary trajectories v(t) can be realized.

Theorem 4.2. Let A = (a',...,a™) denote a multi-index with o’ >0, j =1,...,m. The system
@) permits arbitrary trajectories v(k + a), a > 0 for the forward-shifts v = 6 () of a flat output
() regardless of its current state x(k) and past values ((k— ), B > 1 if and only if the differentials

dC[—qri-A]v s 7dC[—1]7 d$7 d(SA((,D), ERR d(sR_l(('p) (14)

are linearly independent.

Proof. The system permits arbitrary trajectories v(k + «), > 0 if and only if there does not
exist any nontrivial relation of the form

(.., C(k—2), (k—1),z(k),v(k),v(k +1),...) =0. (15)

Otherwise, (I3]) could be solved by the implicit function theorem for at least one component of some
v(k+a), a > 0, which would thus be uniquely determined by the other quantities appearing in (I3]).
In our differential-geometric framework with the manifold ;. _1; X X x Ujg,,], this corresponds
to the non-existence of any nontrivial relation

1/}( .. 7C[—2}7 C[—l]axa 6A((10)7 5A+1(90)7 .o ) =0.
Because of Lemma [AT] this condition is equivalent to the linear independence of the differentials
s dGgy, dGmyy, A, A6 (), A5 (), (16)

However, it is not necessary to check the linear independence of all these differentials. Since the flat
output (7)) is independent of the variables ..., ((_q,—2],{[—q,~1], its forward-shift 54(y) is indepen-
dent of ..., ([_g,+4-2], ([—q+4—1)- Thus, we do not need to consider the corresponding differentials.
Furthermore, since the differentials of a flat output and all its forward- and backward-shifts are
linearly independent and the fact that

dz € span{dy, ...,dé" 1 (p)}
as well aSE

d¢j_y) € span{dd—'(p),de,...,dd" ()}
d¢[_g) € span{dé~2(¢),dd " (p),....d6"2(p)},

there is also no need to consider the differentials d6®(y),dé% 1 (¢),.... Consequently, the linear
independence of the differentials (I4)) implies the linear independence of the differentials ([I6l), which
completes the proof. O

2Note that because of (@) the quantities ¢ are functions of = and u. Hence, their parameterization by the flat output (@) can
be obtained immediately from (@]).



An immediate consequence of Theorem B2 is that the choice of an input v = 64 () with A > R
is always possible.

Example 4.3. Consider again the system ([I0)) with the flat output (1)) of Example Il For the
chosen new input (I2) with A = (1,2) and R = (2,2), the differentials (I4) of Theorem are
given by

dz!
dz?
da3
do(p!) = dzt + du!

and obviously linearly independent. Thus, the system permits indeed arbitrary trajectories v(k+«),
a > 0 for the new input (I2)) independently of its current state x(k) and past values of the system
trajectory. The latter play no role in this case, since the flat output () is a forward-flat output.
If, however, we would try to use the flat output (Il itself as a new input

ol = ol = gl

0?2 = o? = 22,

then it is obvious that the possible trajectories v(k 4+ «), a > 0 are restricted by the current state
x(k). Accordingly, it can be observed that the differentials

da?
da?
da3
do! = da!
dp? = da?

of condition (I4]) with A = (0,0) are not linearly independent.

4.1. Construction of the linearizing feedback in the general case

Theorem ensures that every trajectory v(k + ), a > 0 of the new input v = §4(p) can be
realized independently of the previous trajectory of the system up to the time instant k& by applying
a suitable trajectory of the control input u(k+a), a > 0. In the following, we show how the required
trajectory u(k + «) can be determined by a suitable state feedback. In other words, we derive a
feedback which actually introduces v = (5A(cp) as new input. For simplicity we assume A < R, since
the choice A = R is possible anyway. The basic idea for the construction of the linearizing feedback
is similar as in the continuous-time case in (Gstéttner et. all (|2_Q2ld) However, due to the different
transformation laws of continuous-time and discrete-time systems, the proof is adapted accordingly.

Because of the linear independence of the differentials (I4) and dz € span{dyp r_1j}, there
exists a selection dp. of #A — n differentials from the set dp 41) such that

span{dy g } = span{dpjg a_1],dp[a g} = span{dz,dpc, dpia g} -

As a consequence of Lemma [A1] there exists a diffeomorphism ¥ : R#E+m _ R#E+m gych that



locally

or0,r = V(& 0, 01a.R]) (17)

holds identically. Its inverse is given by

z = Fr(¢[0,r-1])
Pe = Pe
PlA,R] = P[A,R] >

where F is the parameterization of the state variables according to (). Based on the diffeomor-
phism (7)), the quantities v = §4(¢) can be introduced as new input of the system () by a dynamic
feedback with the controller state z = .. Since the functions ¢. belong to the set @5 4_1), their
forward-shifts ¢, 1) = 6(¢.) belong to the set yp; 4] C ¢[o,r and can hence be expressed as func-
tions of x, ¢., and ¢4 ). The corresponding components of (I7) are denoted in the following as

Pe,1] = Ve, 1) (T Pes P1a,R))-

Theorem 4.4. Consider a system (1) with a flat output (74) and a multi-index A < R which
satisfies the condition of Theorem [{.3 With a feedback

2t = 1he (@, 2,000, p—a)) (18)
u = Fu o \Il(xa Zav[O,R—A])

with dim(z) = #A — n, the closed-loop system

at = f(x7Fu o \Il(xa Zav[O,R—A]))
2T = e (T, 2,0p0,R-4])

has the input-output behaviour y 4 = v.

Proof. First, let us extend the feedback (I8]) by the trivial equations U[J{]’ R—A—1] = V[1,R-A]; such
that the extended closed-loop system

at = f(‘rv Fyo \I/(Z', 2, U[O,R—A}))
2T = Yoy, 2,00, R—4]) (20)

+ _
Yio,R—a-1] = Y[1,R—4]

has the form of a classical state representation with the input vjz_4). In the following, we show
that with the transformation

Yio,r) = Y(2, 2, V[0, r—4a]) (21)

derived from (I7)) the system is equivalent to the discrete-time Brunovsky normal form

v =yl T =
: : (22)
17+ — 1 . m7+ — m
Y1) = Yy Yppm_1 = Ypm) -

10



From the inverse

r = Fr(Yj0,r-1))
e (23)
Vl0,R—A-1] = Y[A,R-1]
YUlR-A] = Y[R]

of [2I)) and y. C yjo,a—1] C Y[o,r—1), it is clear that the transformation is actually a state transforma-
tion for the extended closed-loop system (20). The input is only renamed according to vir_4] = Y[r|-
Because of the transformation law for discrete-time systems, applying the transformation (23)) to
the Brunovsky normal form (22]) yields

a7t = Fm(y[l,R]) © \I’(l‘, 2 U[O,R—A})
2t =y o Yz, 2,v)0,r-4])
U[—E,R—A—l} = Y[A+1,R] © ‘I’(fﬂazav[o,R—A])-

Using the identityf] Fi(yp,r) = f(Fe(Yo,r—1))s Fu(yjo,r)) as well as F, o W(z, 2,vj9 g—a)) = = and
Yia+1,R) © ¥(@, 2,00, r—a]) = v[1,R—4], the system representation (20)) follows. Thus, the extended
closed-loop system (20) is equivalent to the Brunovsky normal form (22]) via a state transformation
and a renaming of the input. Consequently, it has the linear input-output behaviour yg = vjr_ 4]
Since the closed-loop system (I9) has the input v instead of v[z_ 4j, it has the input-output behaviour
Ypa) = 0. O

In contrast to a classical static or dynamic feedback, the feedback (I8]) depends besides the
new input v also on its forward-shifts up to the order R — A. This is similar to the continuous-
time case, where feedbacks which depend also on time derivatives of the new input have been used
successfully for the exact linearization of flat systems since the nineties of the last century, see
e.g. Delaleau and Rudolphl (1998) or Rudolph (2021). For a practical application, this means that
at every time step not only the value of v itself needs to be specified but also its future values.
Hence, if a control law for the exactly linearized system y4 = v is designed, also expressions for
the forward-shifts of v occuring in (I8]) have to be derived. If the system y4) = v shall be controlled
by a pure feedforward control, this is of course straightforward as long as the desired reference
trajectory y? is known a sufficient number of time steps ahead (note that with such a feedforward
control already a dead-beat behaviour can be achieved). In Section [l it is shown how the required
forward-shifts of v can be determined also for a more general type of tracking control.

Remark 1. For #A = n, the controller state z is empty and the feedback (I8]) degenerates to a
feedback of the form u = F, o W(x,v|g r—4)). Since there is no controller state but the feedback
depends on forward-shifts of the closed-loop input v, such a feedback is a discrete-time quasi-static
feedback as it is defined in|Aranda-Bricaire and Kotta M) For continuous-time systems, a quasi-

static feedback depends on time derivatives instead of forward-shifts of the closed-loop input, see

Delaleau and Rudolphl (1998) or Rudolph (2021).

4.2. Flat outputs that are independent of future values of the input

In the remainder of the paper, we consider flat outputs of the form

yj:cpj(q_ql},...,C[_l],a;,u), j=1,....m (24)

31f the parameterization (@) of the system variables is substituted into (I), then the equations are satisfied identically.
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that are independent of future values of the input w. With this restriction, it is possible to derive
further results in a similar way as in |Gst6ttner et all (2021d) for flat outputs of continuous-time
systems which are independent of time derivatives of u. In the following, we show how to system-
atically construct a “minimal” multi-index x = (k',...,x™) such that with A = x the condition
of Theorem is met and #x < #A for all other feasible multi-indices A. The basic idea is to
replace the coordinates u, ujy), uf, . . . of the manifold (_;. 1} X X X U[g,,) step by step by forward-
shifts v, vy, vy, - - - of the flat output 24)) with vy = 6"F*(¢), a > 0, such that finally we have
coordinates (... (=2 C[=1]+ T U, V1], V2] s - - )H For this purpose, we forward-shift every component
of the flat output (24]) until it depends explicitly on the input u, and introduce as many of these
functions as possible as new coordinates. Subsequently, the other components of the flat output are
further shifted until they depend explicitly on the remaining components of u, and again as many
of these functions as possible are introduced as new coordinates. Continuing this procedure until all
m components of the original input u have been replaced by forward-shifts of the flat output (24])
yields a minimal multi-index x = (x',...,s™) such that with v = §"(y) the condition of Theorem
is satisfied. In the following, we explain the procedure in detail.
In the first step, determine the multi-index K1 = (ki,..., k) such that

6k{_1(90j) (p]k{_l}(C[—ql,—l]ax)

[
5k{ ((10]) = (p[kﬂ (C[—ql,—l]y xz, U)

and define m; = rank(d,¢(k,)). Then reorder the components of the flat output (24) and the
input u such that rank(0y,¢1,s,)) = m1, where p; = (o 0™), up = (ul,...,u™), and
k1 = (ki,..., k") consist of the first m; components of ¢, u, and K1, respectively. Now apply the
coordinate transformation

V1 = 01 [y (C[=gu,—1], T, )
Upest, = (um1+17 cee ,um)
V1) = 1,01 +1) (C=qu,— 15 T U, Up1))

Urest, ,[1] = (UHL}H_I, C ,uﬁb])

U1,[2] = 901,[n1+2](C[—q17—1]7$7U7u[1]7u[2])

Upest,,[2] = (ual+1, C ,UEL])

which replaces the inputs u; and their forward-shifts by v; and its forward-shifts. The remaining
inputs Upest, = (um1+1, ...,u™) and their forward-shifts are left unchanged.

Remark 2. The coordinate transformation (25]) is indeed regular, since in a sufficiently small neigh-
borhood of an equilibrium point the condition rank(0y, ¢1,[x,]) = m1 implies rank(dy, .,¥1,(xy4+q]) =

4Since the manifold C[,lo,l] X X X Ug 1, is finite-dimensional, in fact some of the higher-order forward-shifts of u cannot

be replaced by forward-shifts of the flat output and must be kept as coordinates (unless the system (I)) is static feedback
linearizable and (24)) a linearizing output).
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my for a > 1. In the new coordinates, the forward-shift operator (&) has the form

5(]7“( T C[—2}7 {[_1},3), U1, Urestys V1,[1]> Wresty,[1]> - - - ))

=R o) 9(@, @), F (@, D), w1 1], Uresty 1] V12> Uresty (2] - - )

with @ denoting the inverse of the transformation (2.

After the coordinate transformation (25]) we have

Y1,0,m1—1] = P1,[0,01—1] (([=g1,—1]5 T)
yl?[nl} = Ul
yrestl,[O,KmStl -1 — (prestl,[O,Kmstl —1] (C[—ql,—l} ) $)

yrestl,[KTeStl} = (prestl,[KTestl] (C[—ql,—l} y Ly Ul)

. 1
with y1 = (yl""’yml)7 Yrest, = (yml—i-l"”’ym)’ Krestl = (k{nﬁ— 7---7k71n)7 and Prest,,[a]

(gpfg}lﬂ,...,gofg]) o ®. The functions Presty,[K are independent of w,cs,, since otherwise

resty ]

rank(d,p(k,)) would have been larger than m;.
In the second step, determine the multi-index Ky = (kJ,..., k5" ~™") such that

ki—-1/ J j
0™ ((Pi«estl) = @iesth[,ﬁg_l} (z, 01,0115 )
o .
6 2 (QO‘Z’estl) = (‘Oi’estl,[k;'} (‘Tu U1, Ul,[l]a e 7u7“68t1)
and let mg = rank(9y, ..., Prest,,[K,])- Then reorder the components of the flat output belonging to
Yrest, and the components of the input belonging to u,est, such that rank(d,, 902,[,@]) = Mgy, where

_ 1 m o 1 m o 1 m .
02 = (Prestyr s Prest,)s U2 = (urestl,...,ureétl), and ko = (ky,...,k5") consist of the first mo

components of Yrest,, Urest;, and Ko, respectively. Now apply the coordinate transformationd]

V2 = 09 [1,) (T, V1, V115 - - - Urest, )
Upest, = (w™Fm2HL )
V2,11] = P2,[ka+1] ($7 U1, U1,[1]5 - -+ Uresty urestl,[l])
o mi+mao—+1
Uresty,[1] = (u[l]l T 7“?11}) (26)
V2,[2] = P2,[r2+2] (‘Ta V1, V1,[1]5 - - - s Uresty s Urest, ,[1]5 Urest, ,[2])
1
Uresty,[2] = (ual+m2+ yoee 7“@})
which replaces the inputs ug = (u™*1, ... u™+™2) and their forward-shifts by vy and its forward-
shifts. The remaining inputs upes, = (u™ 121 ™) and their forward-shifts are left un-

5The functions 2,[x,] depend on forward-shifts of v1, and since we work on a finite-dimensional manifold C[,lc —1] XX XU 1,1
these forward-shifts are only available up to the order [,,. Thus, some higher-order forward-shifts of us must be kept as coordinates
on C[—lg,—l] X X X Ug,1,,] and cannot be replaced by forward-shifts of vo. However, as long as I, is chosen sufficiently large,
this does not affect our considerations.
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changed. After the coordinate transformation (26]) we have

Y1,[0,k1—1] = @1,[0,;@1—1](C[—q1,—1]7$)

yl,[K/l} = Ul
Y2,10,05—1] = P2,(0,0—1] ({[=q1,=1]5 T V1, V(1] - - -)
y27[’$2} = U2

Yrests,[0,K resy—1] = (pT’EStQ,[(LKTeStQ—l](C[—ql,—l}7x? U1, 01,[1)5 - - )

Yresto,[Kyresty] — Prests,[Krest,] (C[—ql,—l]axa U1, 011]5 - - - 77)2) ’
Where Y2 = (?Jml+17 e 7ym1+m2)7 yT’eAstg = (ym1+m2+17 co 7ym)7 KT@Stz = (k;n2+17 e 7k£n_m1)7 and
Prests,jo] = (sﬁfiiff[ap e ,cp:’z;t’ﬂa]) o ® with the inverse ® of the transformation (26]). The functions

Presty,[K ear,] A€ agAIN independent of u,est,, since otherwise rank(c‘)umt1 Oresty| Kﬂ) would have been
larger than ms.

This procedure is now continued until in some step s we obtain a multi-index K, =
1 m—miy—...—Ms_1 :
(kgy.. ks ) with

ki—1/ 7 _ . J
(5 (gorestsfl) - @rest3717[kg_1] (x7 U1, '017[1}7 ey Us—1, US—l,[l]? .. )
ki/ g _ . J
d ((prests,l) - (‘Orests\,l [kZ](x7 U1, 017[1}7 sy Us—1, Us—l,[l]? cee 7u7’est3,1)

such that rank(9y,,., | Prest, ., [k.]) = dim(Urest,_, ). Thus, with s = @rese,, and ks = K we can

apply the coordinate transformation

Us = Ps,[r.] ($7 V1, V1 1]y -+ + s Us=1,Us—1,[1]5 - - - 7u7“68t571) >

which replaces the remaining inputs u,est, _, by vs. With the constructed coordinates, the flat output
and its forward-shifts up to the orders x; are finally given by

Y1,0,m1—1] = 1,0,k —1](C=qu, 1], T)
Yk — U1
Y2,10,k5—1] = P2,[0,k0—1] (C[=gu,—1]> T5 V1, V1 [1]5 - - -)
Y2,[ke] = V2
(27)
Ys—1,[0,k5-1—1] — 903—1,[0,/15,1—1](g[—ql,—l]y T, V1, V115 -+ -y Us—2,Us—2[1]5 - - )
Ys—1,[ks—1] = Us—1
Ys,0k0—1] = Ps,[0,m0—1]((l=qu,=1]5 T V1, VL [1]s - -+ » Us—15 Us—1,[1]> - - -)
Ys,[ks] = Us
with dim(y;) = m; and k; = (s}, ..., k™).

Theorem 4.5. For every flat output (24) of the system (1), the above procedure terminates
after s < m steps. The multi-index K = (K1,...,ks) formed by the constructed multi-indices
ki = (Ki,...,K]") has the following properties:

i) k<R

ii) #k > n, and #x = n if and only if the flat output (24) is independent of the variables

Cequ]s - - -5 C[=1]
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it) With A = k the condition of Theorem [{.2 is met, and #r < #A for all other multi-indices
A that satisfy this condition.

Furthermore, (27) is actually of the form

Y1061 = 901,[0,;@1—1](4[—111,—1]@)

Y1) = V1
Y2,[0,05—1] = P2,[0,k2—1](Cl=qu,—1]> T> V1,[0,r1 —r1—1])

Y2,[ka] = V2

: (28)
Ys—1,[0,k51—1] = Ps—1,[0,r5_1—1] (C[—q17—1]7$7 U1,[0,m1 =K1 —1]5 « « - 7”8—2,[0,rs,2—/is,2—1})

ys—l,[ns,l] = Us—1
Ys,[0,ks—1] = @s,[O,ns—l}(C[—ql,—l}v$7’U1,[0,r1—/€1—1}7 cee aUs—l,[o,rs,l—ns,l—u)

Ys, k] = Vs

,Tlmi) denotes the components of the multi-index R corresponding to the compo-

where r; = (r}, ...
L. y™) of the flat output.

nents y; = (y;, . ..

Proof. Inevery step ¢ > 1 of the procedure, it is possible to forward-shift the remaining components
Yrest;_, of the flat output until every component depends explicitly on one of the remaining inputs
Upest,, (Presto = @ and Upest, = u for ¢ = 1). Otherwise, the property that all forward-shifts of a
flat output up to arbitrary order are functionally independent could not hold. Since in every step
we have rank(@uTestFl Prest;_1,[K;]) = 1, at least one of the original inputs u can be eliminated, and
the procedure terminates after at most dim(u) = m steps.

Now let us prove that £ < R. If the parameterization of z and (|_,, _1) by the flat output is
substituted into (7)) and y[,.4q), @ > 0 renamed according t0 Y[.4.q] = V}q), then the equations

yzj':.[oﬁi_l} = @Zf[07m_1}(<[—q1,—1]7$7Ulvvl,[l]v'--yvi—lvvi—l,[l}w")7 Ji=1l....mi, i=1,...s
(20)
must be satisfied identically. Since both = and (_,, _;) depend only on forward-shifts of the flat
output up to the order R—1, and the forward-shifts yzj.j[om_l} of y/" on the left-hand side of ([29) are
not contained in the quantities vi,vy [1),...,vi—1,0;_1[1],... on the right-hand side, this can only
hold in the case k < R. By the same argument, it is clear that (27 is actually of the form (28]).

To prove #x > n, recall that there exist exactly n independent linear combinations of the differ-
entials of a flat output and its forward-shifts which are contained in span{dxz}. In the coordinates
constructed during the above procedure, the forward-shifts of the flat output up to the order s
are given by the expressions in (27)), and the higher forward-shifts are forward-shifts of v. Thus,
there can exist at most #x independent linear combinations which are contained in span{dz}, and
hence #x > n. If the flat output (24) is independent of (|_,),..., (1], then all expressions in
[@7) are independent of these variables. Consequently, there exist exactly #x independent linear
combinations of the differentials of the flat output and its forward-shifts which are contained in
span{dz}, and hence #x = n.

To prove the relation with Theorem 2] we use again the representation (27). In these co-
ordinates, it can be immediately observed that with A = k the differentials (I4]) are linearly
independent. Moreover, it can also be seen that there exist exactly #x independent linear com-
binations of the differentials of the flat output and its forward-shifts which are contained in
span{d([_g,], - --,d(—1,dz}. If there exists a multi-index A such that the differentials (I4) are
linearly independent, then there can exist at most # A independent linear combinations of the differ-
entials of the flat output and its forward-shifts which are contained in span{dC[_ql}, o d dz}.
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Thus, the existence of such a multi-index with #A < #k would be a contradiction. ]

Since the condition of Theorem is met, the forward-shifts yj,) of the flat output (24) can
be introduced as a new input v by a (dynamic) feedback according to Theorem [£4] where the
controller state z corresponds to suitable forward-shifts of the flat output that are contained in
Y[0,«—1]- However, the representation (28) of y|g 1] offers a convenient alternative. With the map

Yio,8] = ?({[—q1,—1)> T Vjo,r—x)) defined by

Y1,[0,m1—1] = 1,0,k —1](C=qu,—1]> T)

ylv["flyrl] - vl,[oﬂ"l—ﬂl]
Ys,[0,k5—1] = Ps,[0,65—1] (C[—q17—1]7$7 U1,[0,m1 =K1 —1]5 « « 7”8—1,[0,rs,1—/is,1—1})
ys,[ns,rs} = Us,[O,rS—ns] 5

we can formulate the following corollary.

Corollary 4.6. A flat system (1) with a flat output of the form (24) can be exactly linearized with
respect to this flat output by a feedback of the form

u=1F,o ¢(C[—q1,—1]7$7 U[O,R—R]) ) (30)

such that the input-output behaviour of the closed-loop system is given by yj; = v. If the flat output
(29) is independent of the variables ([_q,---,([—1], then the feedback has the form

u = F,o¢(z, U[O,R—n]) ) (31)
and #rk =n.

In contrast to a dynamic feedback (I8]) with the controller state z, the feedback ([B0) depends
only on the state z and past values ([_g,J,..., (-1 of the system trajectory. Since the values of
C=qu]> - - - » [—1] are available anyway from past measurements and /or past control inputs (depending
on the choice of ¢, cf. @), the implementation of a feedback (B0)) is straightforward. However, even
though there is no dedicated controller dynamics as in (I8, the required past values (|1, .., (-1
have to be stored. Thus, the feedback ([B0) can be considered either as a special case of a dynamic
feedback or a generalization of the class of discrete-time quasi-static feedbacks (as they are defined
in [Aranda-Bricaire and Kotta (2001)) to backward-shifts zi[_ _q of the system variables. A
feedback of the special form (31I]) has been used in 1%?):253) for the exact linearization
of the discrete-time model of a gantry crane.

Remark 3. If the flat output ([24) is of the form y = p(x) — i.e., independent of the input u as
well as past values ([_g,],..., (1) of the system trajectory — then the proposed procedure for the
construction of a minimal multi-index x is from a technical point of view similar to the inversion
algorithm stated e.g. in [Kotta (1995), see also Kotta and Nijmeijer (1991) or Kottal (1990). In the
inversion algorithm, which deals with the forward right-invertibility of a system (I) with a (not
necessarily flat) output y = ¢(z) and possibly also dim(y) # dim(u), the components of the output
are also shifted until the Jacobian matrices with respect to the input variables meet certain rank
conditions. However, it should be noted that in every step of the inversion algorithm only one-fold
shifts of the components of the output are performed. Furthermore, it should also be noted that
the so-called invertibility indices computed by the inversion algorithm are related to but not the
same as the components of the constructed minimal multi-index &.
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5. Tracking control design

Like in the continuous-time case, the exact linearization can be used as a first step in the design
of a flatness-based tracking control. For an exact linearization according to Theorem 4] with the
choice A = R, which is always possible, the closed-loop system has the form of a classical state
representation. Thus, the design of a tracking control is straightforward. For A < R, however, the
closed-loop system depends also on forward-shifts v} z_ 4] of the new input v. Thus, when designing
a control law for v, also the corresponding expressions for these forward-shifts have to be derived.

For a discussion of this problem in the continuous-time case see e.g. [Delaleau and Rudolph (IlQBﬂ),
Rudolph (2021), or [Gstéttner et all (20214).

In the following, we demonstrate the design of a tracking control for flat outputs of the form
[@4)) and an exact linearization by a feedback ([B0]) according to Corollary We assume that
the multi-index x which determines the new input v has been constructed in accordance with the
procedure of Section [£.2] and make use of the corresponding notation. With the control law

o =yl - Zaﬁ’ﬁyw—yﬁ[’m) Ji=1oemy, i=1,...5 (32)
for the exactly linearized system y[n] = v, the tracking error e = yl yf with respect to an

arbitrary reference trajectory y]“ (k) is subject to the tracking error dynamics
I{Zi—l

ot D al ey =0, ji=1..mi, i=1...s. (33)

The eigenvalues of the > 7_; m; = m decoupled tracking error systems (B3]) can be placed arbitrarily
by a suitable choice of the coefficients ag“ﬁ € R. The forward-shifts vjg r_) that are needed in the

linearizing feedback (B0l can be determined by shifting (B2]) and using ygi[ﬁ ] = vf’m, ~ > 0, which
leads to equations of the form
nji—1+'y /-zji—l
Ji ]17 Jiyoe— 'Y Jird Ji.B— 7 _ Ji,d
Ui,h} o z[li“+~/] Z % z - Y [‘1 Z % y [5 Yi [ﬁ}) (34)

Since the future values yj 1) of the flat output which appear in ([32) and (34)) are in general
not available as measurements, we use again the expressions ([28)) and finally obtain the system of
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equations

.71 _ .]17 ]175 ,717
= Z ay ‘Pl[ﬁ ~ Yii5)

Kt —1

j Ji,d - Jukit =1, i ]17 Ji,8— 1 _ ., Jud
L1 =T Y ey T A (W1 =4 ) Za ‘Pl[m Y1is)

ri' 1 . Ky 1 .
J1 _,Jud Jua—rit it g _ o Jndy JuB=rit Rt g,
Vs = Y T 2 @ (o = Vo)~ 20 (Ao ~ i)
a=r7t B=rit—k*
(35)
Kis—1
o o Jsod 3B (s Js,d
U= Y T PR CAPREA)
£5=0
Kis—1
je o jed o Jeskis—=1 G o dsd N Js:B—1 _ e
Vs _ys,[n?—i—l] s (v y&Ws‘s}) Z s (‘P 18~ Ys [g})
p=1
ris—1 KIs—1
js ']s’ ‘7 o= T,JSJ’_H/JS ‘73 —_ ]57 jsyﬁ_r]s.s'i_h:.]s.s _ .]57
Usirte—rie] ~ Ys, Z s (Vefamnte) ~ Ysap) — > d (2~ Yafa)
a=kl* B=rl —k]
Because of the triangular dependence of the functions ¢y (g x, 1), ¥2,[0,k.—1]s - - - Of (28] on the vari-
ables v1 [0, —x,~1]s V2,[0,rs—ro—1]5 ---» the equations B5) have a trlangular structure and can be

solved systematically from top to bottom for all elements of vjg g, as a function of (g4, 1), =
and the reference trajectory yﬁ) R ie.,

U[O,R—R] = p(C[—ql,—l} » Ly yﬁ],R]) . (36)
Substituting (36]) into the linearizing feedback ([B0) yields a tracking control law of the form
u = U(C[—ql,—ual‘, yfé,pq) .

Besides the known reference trajectory yﬁ) R] this tracking control law depends like the linearizing

feedback (B0]) only on the state x and past values C—qi]s - - - s [—1] of the system trajectory. Thus, if
the state x of the system (1) can be measured, an implementation is again straightforward.

Remark 4. If all coefficients aj“ﬁ in the control law (B2]) are set to zero, all eigenvalues of the
tracking error dynamics (B3] are located at the origin of the complex plane and a dead—beat control

is obtained. In this case, the system of equations (35) drastically simplifies. Because of v]* = yjl[’ iy

the forward-shifts of v required in the linearizing feedback ([B0) are simply higher-order forward-
shifts of the reference trajectory y°.
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6. Examples

As already mentioned in the introduction, an important application for the concept of discrete-time
flatness are discretized continuous-time systems. In the following, we illustrate our results by the
discretized models of a wheeled mobile robot and a 3DOF helicopter.

6.1. Wheeled mobile robot

As first example let wus consider a wheeled mobile robot, which has already
been studied in the context of discrete-time dynamic feedback linearization in

Orosco-Guerrero, Velasco-Villa, and Aranda-Bricaire  (2004) and [Aranda-Bri

(@) The continuous-time system is given by

it = u! cos(2?)
i? = u! sin(2?) (37)
i3 = u?

and is also known as kinematic car model, see e.g. Nijmeijer and van der Schaft (1990). The state

variables 2! and 22 describe the position and 23 the angle of the mobile robot. The control inputs
u! and u? represent the translatory and the angular velocity. An exact discretization of the system
B7) with the sampling time 7' > 0 yields the discrete-time system

1 1,1 3, 9 Sin(“27>
2T =2t 4w TCOS(:E +u %)7T
u2§

sin (u2 %) (38)

2L
2

22t =22 + u'Tsin (:173 + UQ%)
U

bt =% 4+ u2T,

cf. |Orosco-Guerrero et _al! (2004) or[Sira-Ramirez and Rouchon (2003). With the input transforma-

tion
n(1°7)
B s u P)
u' = 2u'——~ (39)
w? = a2®+ Pl

this system can be simplified to

bt =2l 4+ at 003(62)
x> = 22 + @l sin(a?) (40)

3T =202 — 3.

As shown in [Kolar et all (2021), the system (@Q) is not forward-flat. However, it is flat in the more
general sense of Definition 3.1l With the choice

<1:$3

4-2:$1
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for the variables ¢ according to (@), a flat output is given by
1 3 1 3
Y= ({ﬁ_l},xl sin (%) — 22 cos (%)) . (41)
The corresponding parameterization (@) of the system variables has the form

X

Fx(y17y27 e 79[12]7y[21})

(42)
Fﬂ(y17y27 cee 7y[13}7y[22]) .

U

Thus, the orders of the highest forward-shifts of the flat output that appear in (@) are given by
R = (3,2), and an exact linearization by a dynamic feedback which leads to an input-output
behaviour

yig] =
Yz

o (43)

is possible with the standard approach discussed in Diwold et all (IZQZZH)

In the following, we investigate whether also lower-order forward-shifts of the flat output (41l)
can be chosen as a new input. Since the flat output is of the form (24]), we can apply the procedure
of Section and use the corresponding notation. In the first step, both components of the flat
output have to be shifted until they depend explicitly on the input @. Because of

901 = 4[1_1}
5(p") =2
(") = 20 — o

and

©? = ztsin (44[1,1];:(:3_) — 2% cos (7([{1];9&)
§(¢?) =zt sin(@?) — 22 cos(@?),
this is the case for the second and the first forward-shift, respectively. Hence, we obtain K; = (2, 1),
and since ¢[g,] is independent of @' we clearly have m; = rank(9z0(k,)) = 18 At this point, we can
choose whether we introduce 62(¢') or §(¢?) as new input v; = ’U%EI In the following, we proceed
with 1 = ¢! and @es;, = 2. Consequently, we get r; = k% =2 and Kyest, = k% = 1. After the
coordinate transformation

v% = 4,0}’[2] =2u° — 2°

1 1 —2 —2 3
Uiy = P = 200 — 200 + a7,

6In contrast to Section for the sake of simplicity we do not renumber the components %' and @? of the input.
"To emphasize that v1 could in general consist of more than one component we write v}.
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which replaces 42 and its forward-shifts by v{ and its forward-shifts, we have

1 1
© G
Y1,[0,r1—1] = LD% 1[1]] = [ [xsl]}

_ 1 _ 1
Y] = P12 =41
N R P A CtE 2 Gy
yrestl,[O,KTestl—l] = Prest; — TSI < 2 — & CO8 2

_ 1 I Y o T 2 z?+u]
Yresty,[Kreat,] = Prests[1] — T Sln( 2 1) - COS( 2 E

In the second step, we have to shift the remaining component .5, = ¢? of the flat output until
it depends explicitly on the remaining input @'. This is the case for its second forward-shift

5 (Prest,) = (a;l + @' cos (%)) sin (%) — <x2 + @' sin (%)) cos (vlJr;)l’[”) . (44)

Because of rank((‘)ﬂlgpiestl [2}) = dim(a!) = 1, the procedure terminates with @3 = @cs, and

kg = Ky = 2. After introducing (@) as new input vy = v4, the forward-shifts of the flat output
1D up to the orders k = (k1,K2) = (2,2) are given by

o1 1
2. C_l
Y1,00,61—1] = (’D% 0 = [ [963]}
Yi,[ki) = 90%,[2] =
[ ] x!sin <CH% — 22 cos CH%)
Y2,[0,r0—1] = 12 = 34l 34l (45)
T LP2,[1] x! sin (x ervl — 22 cos %ﬁ)

Y2,[ko) = 90%,[2] =vy.

Substituting ([@3]) as well as y% 3] = U% o into the parameterization ([{2) of the control input @ yields
a feedback of the form

u = FﬂO(JS(C[l_l},l‘l,lQ,l‘g,U%,’U%’[l],’U%) (46)

such that the input-output behaviour of the closed-loop system is given by

1
Y =4 47
Yafg = V2 o

cf. Corollary Thus, in contrast to ([@3]), we can actually use the second instead of the third
forward-shift of the first component of the flat output as a new input.

For the exactly linearized system ([T]), the design of a tracking control is now straightforward.
The control law

1 1,d 1,1, 1 1,d 1,0, 1 1,d
V1 =Y~ W (y1,[1] - y17[1}) — a4 (y1 — Y1 )
1 1,d 1,1, 1 1,d 1,0, 1 1,d
Vg = Y, 2] — ) (yz,“] - ygm) ) (y2 — Y2 )
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results in the linear tracking error dynamics

1 1,1 1 1,01 _
erg T a ey ta e = 0

1 1,11 1,0 1
62’[2] + Gy 62’[1] + Gy €9 = 0

with a total order of #x = 2+ 2 = 4 instead of #R = 3+ 2 = 5 with the standard approach. Since
the linearizing feedback (6] depends also on v] 1> the system of equations (35 is given by

1 1,d 1,1, 1 1,d 1,0, 1 1,d
v = yl’[Q] —a (9017[1} - yl,[l}) — a4y (901 — 9N )
1 1,d 1,1, 1 1,d 1,0, 1 1,d
Vi = Yy~ o (00 = W) — e (g~ o)
1 1,d 1,1 10,1 1

) 1,d ,d
V2 =Yy g — 2 (‘pé,[l} - yzm) —ay (P2 —Y2")

with the functions gp%,goi m,gp%,(p% o according to (45)). This system of equations can be solved
from top to bottom for v}, U% 1]’ and vi as a function of C[l_l], x, and the reference trajectory yﬁ) R’
Substituting the solution into the linearizing feedback (4@) yields a control law of the form
N s | 1.2 .3 1d 1d
u- =1 (C[_l]ax y Ly T 7y1’[073}7y27[0’2])
2 _ 201 1,2 .3 1d 1,d
u-=n (C[_1]7$ y U, X 7y17[073}7y27[072]) .

With the inverse of the input transformation (B9), the corresponding control law for the system
B8) or (B7) with the original inputs u! and u? follows. The presence of the variable C[l_l} is no

obstacle for a practical implementation, since it simply represents a past value of .

6.2. 3DOF helicopter

As a second example, let us consider the three-degrees-of-freedom helicopter laboratory experiment

of [Kiefer, Kugi, and Kemmetmiiller (IM) The continuous-time system is given by

w N =
|
[\

1 (48)
1

= by cos(q?) sin(¢*)u
= ay sin(q?) + az cos(q?) + ba cos(¢®)u
= az cos(q?) sin(q?) + b3u?

R S S S
w o=
|

with the travel angle ¢!, the elevation angle ¢2, and the pitch angle ¢* as well as the corresponding
angular velocities w', w?, and w3. The control inputs u' and u? are the sum and the difference
of the thrusts of the two propellers. The constant coefficients a1, as, ag and by, by depend on the
masses and the geometric parameters. As shown in [Kiefer et all (2004), the system (@) is flat and

a flat output is given b

y=(41q"). (49)

8The components of the flat output are already sorted in such a way that we do not need a renumbering during our calculations.
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Since the system equations are significantly more complex than those of the wheeled mobile robot
of Section [6.1] instead of an exact discretization we perform an approximate discretization with the
Euler-method. The resulting system

A = g+ Tw!

2t = @+ Tu?

q3,+ — q3 —I—Tw3

wht = w! + Thy cos(q¢?) sin(g?)u!

w? T = w? + T (a; sin(q?) + az cos(¢?) + by cos(¢®)u')
wb T = w? + T (ag cos(¢?) sin(¢*) + bsu?)

(50)

is forward-flat, and the flat output ([49)) is preservedH This can be checked either with the systematic
tests proposed in Kolar et all (2021) and Kolar et all (2022), or by simply verifying that all state-
and input variables of (B50]) can indeed be expressed by ([@9) and its forward-shifts. The corresponding
parameterization () is of the form

$:Fm(y17y27"'7y[13]7y23]) (51)
Yy

[
U = Fu(yluy27’ . 7y[14}7 [24})

with the orders of the highest required forward-shifts given by R = (4,4). Thus, an exact lin-
earization with a dynamic feedback according to the standard approach discussed in
) would lead to an input-output behaviour

yi4] =
Yl

Ve (52)

Since the flat output ([@9) is of the form (24]), we can again apply the procedure of Section
in order to determine whether also lower-order forward-shifts can be used as new input. In the first
step, both components of the flat output have to be shifted until they depend explicitly on the
input u. Because of

Y =4
0(p") = ¢* + T
(pl) = ¢* + 2Tw? + T2 (a1 sin(¢?) + ag cos(¢?) + by Cos(q?’)ul)
and
o2 — ¢!
2

62(¢?) = ¢! 4 2Tw' + T?b; cos(¢?) sin(¢®)ut,

this is the case for the second forward-shifts. Hence, we obtain K7 = (2,2), and since I ARE
independent of u? we obviously have m; = rank(d,pk,)) = 1. Again, we can choose whether we
introduce 6%(¢!) or 6%(¢?) as new input v; = v{. In the following we proceed with ¢; = @' and
Prest, = ©?, and get k| = k% = 2 as well as Kyeg, = k% = 2. The other choice would lead to a

9Neither an exact nor an approximate discretization necessarily preserve the flatness or the static feedback linearizability of a

continuous-time system, see e.g. [Diwold et all (20221), [Diwold et all (20224), or [Grizzld ) for a further discussion.
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feedback with a singularity for ¢> = 0, which is not suitable for a practical application since the
pitch angle ¢ is zero in an equilibrium position. After the coordinate transformation

fui % 2] = q +2Tw? + T2 (al sin(q 2) + ay Cos(q2) T by cos(q3)u1)
vim %[3](q ¢, w? Wi ul um)

which replaces u! and its forward-shifts by v} and its forward-shifts, we have

(el &
Y1,[0,61—1] "Di[l} 2—|—Tw2

yl [Rl} - QO% [2 %
) ('prestl
rest1,[0,Krest, —1] = restu (1] q + TW

Yresty,[Krear,] = ‘prestl,b] = q' +2Tw'
- %Ztan(qe‘) (q2 — i +2Tw? + T? (a1 sin(¢?) + ag cos(q2))) )

In the second step, we have to shift the remaining component .5, = ¢? of the flat output until
it depends explicitly on the remaining input w?. This is the case for its fourth forward-shift

40 1 1 r 2 3 1 2 3 11 1 2
0 (‘prestl) = ‘prestl,[4](q g, W W, W, U, Uy 1), Vg [y U ) (53)

Because of rank(@uzgpiestl [4}) = dim(u2) = 1, the procedure terminates with po = @res, and

ko = Ko = 4. After introducing (B3] as new input vy = v%, the forward-shifts of the flat output
[ 9)) up to the orders k = (k1,k2) = (2,4) are given by

% e
Y1,[0,k1—1] = _gpi’m] = [q2+Tw2}

Y1,[ki) = 90%,[2] = v

K 7'
_ e _ ¢+ T (54)
V20w = |l | = 1 “057[21(31’3?2’?3’“;1”;’2’11}%)1
[2,[3) Po (@0 ¢ W WS w7 v, vy )

Y2, ko] = 90%,[4] = U% .

Substituting (54]) as well as y% 3 = v% (] and y% W = v% 2 into the parameterization (GI]) of the
control input u yields a feedback of the form

U = Fu © ¢(q17 q27q37w17w27w37’0}7Ui[lpvi[ﬂ’v%) (55)

such that the input-output behaviour of the closed-loop system is given by

1,1
Ui T M (56)
Yo, 14 = V2



Thus, in contrast to (62)), we can actually use the second instead of the fourth forward-shift of
the first component of the flat output as a new input. Since the linearizing feedback (B3] does not
depend on backward-shifts of the system variables, it is a discrete-time quasi-static feedback in the
sense of [Aranda-Bricaire and Kotta (2001) — see the discussion after Corollary

For the exactly linearized system (B6l), the design of a tracking control is again straightforward.
The control law

1d 1,1 Ld 1,0 1,d
’U%:yl [2}_5‘1 (yl,[] 0 [1})_% (1 — o)

76 17d
”2—?/2 [4 Z% yz 8] ~ Y2[8))

results in the linear tracking error dynamics

1 L1 Lo 1 _
617[2] + al 617[1] + al 61 — 0

3
1 1, 1
ebpg + D ay eq 5 =0
8=0

with a total order of #x = 2+ 4 = 6 instead of #R = 4 + 4 = 8. The system of equations (B3] is
given by

1
1

_ . 1d 1,d 1,0, 1 1,d
v = yl’[Q] - al (90 1] yl,[l}) — a4y (901 - Y )
1

1 1d 1,1, 1 1,d 1,0 1,d
Uy 1,1 = Yq [3] —ay (Ul y17[2}) — a4 (901,[1} - y17[1})
1,1 1,d 1,0 1,d
0 Ui = yl [4] - al (’Ui[ 1~ Y% [3]) —a;” vy — y1,[2])

1,d
—y2 4] Za2 "02[5 Ya)[)

with the functions gp%, 90} ap gp%, gp% )’ 90% [2},90; 3] according to (B4]), and can be solved from top to

bottom for v%,v% [1}’?}% 2 and v} as a function of ¢!, ¢?, ¢®, w!,w? w3 and the reference trajectory

yf& R Substituting the solution into the linearizing feedback (B3] finally yields a control law of the
form

1,d 1.d
(q17q27q37w17w27w37y1 [0, 4]’y2 0, 4})

1d)

n
1 2 3 1 2
n(Q7Q7Q7w7w7way1[04]7y2[04}

7. Conclusion

In this contribution we have investigated the exact linearization of flat discrete-time systems. Since
an exact linearization can always be achieved by choosing the highest forward-shifts of the flat
output in (@) as new input v = Y[r)» the point of departure of our considerations was the question
whether also lower-order forward-shifts v = Y4 with A < R can be used. Similar to the continuous-
time case, this allows e.g. to achieve a lower-order error dynamics for a subsequently designed
tracking control. Concerning the choice of a feasible new input v = yj4, we have derived conditions
which are formulated in terms of the linear independence of certain differentials and can be checked
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in a straightforward way. Furthermore, we have shown how the new input v can be introduced by
a suitable dynamic feedback. For the practically quite important case of flat outputs (24]) which do
not depend on future values of the control input, we have shown how to construct a minimal multi-
index r such that v = yj, is a feasible input and #x < #A for all other feasible inputs v = y|4).
Such an input v = y|,) can be introduced by a feedback (30) which depends only on the state z as
well as past values of the system variables. This is particularly convenient for an implementation,
since past values of the system variables are available anyway from past measurements or past
inputs, which only need to be stored. Moreover, we have shown that such an exact linearization
can be used as a basis for the design of a tracking control law which again only depends on x as
well as past values of the system variables and the reference trajectory. To illustrate our results,
we have computed tracking control laws for the discretized models of a wheeled mobile robot and
a 3DOF helicopter.
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Appendix A. Supplements

The following lemma addresses the relation between the functional independence of functions and
the linear independence of their differentials.

Lemma A.1. Consider a set of smooth functions g, ..., ¢" as well as another smooth function h
which are all defined on the same manifold. Then

dh € span{dg",...,dg~} (A1)
is equivalent to the existence of a smooth function v : RF — R such that locally
h=1(g",...,9"%) (A2)

holds identically. If the differentials dg',...,dg* are linearly independent, then the function v is
UNIQUE.

Proof. Let | < k denote the maximal number of linearly independent differentials from the set
{dg',...,dg"}, and assume that these differentials are given by dg',...,dg" (which is always possi-
ble by a renumbering). Then the functions ¢', ..., g can be introduced as (a part of the) coordinates

on the considered manifold. Moreover, by construction, also the functions ¢!, ..., ¢* can depend
only on the coordinates z. With such coordinates, (ATl is equivalent to

dh € span{dz!,... ,dz'}. (A3)

1

Thus, the function i can only depend on 2!, ..., 2!, and hence be written in original coordinates as



Conversely, it is clear that
h=o( 2 g (2), 68 (2)
implies (A3)) and hence ([AI)). In the case [ = k, all functions g',...,¢" can be introduced as new

coordinates, and no choice of [ independent ones is necessary. Thus, the representation ([A2]) is then
unique. O
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