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Abstract—Adaptive backstepping control provides a feasible
solution to achieve asymptotic tracking for mismatched uncertain
nonlinear systems. However, input-to-state stability depends on
high-gain feedback generated by nonlinear damping terms, and
closed-loop exponential stability with parameter convergence in-
volves a stringent condition named persistent excitation (PE). This
paper proposes a composite learning backstepping control (CLBC)
strategy based on modular backstepping and high-order tuners
to compensate for the transient process of parameter estimation
and achieve closed-loop exponential stability without the nonlinear
damping terms and the PE condition. A novel composite learning
mechanism that maximizes the staged exciting strength is designed
for parameter estimation, such that parameter convergence can be
achieved under a condition of interval excitation (IE) or even par-
tial IE that is strictly weaker than PE. An extra prediction error is
employed in the adaptive law to ensure the transient performance
without nonlinear damping terms. The exponential stability of the
closed-loop system is proved rigorously under the partial IE or
IE condition. Simulations have demonstrated the effectiveness and
superiority of the proposed method in both parameter estimation
and control compared to state-of-the-art methods.

Index Terms—Adaptive control, composite learning, exponen-
tial stability, mismatched uncertainty, parameter convergence.

I. INTRODUCTION

DAPTIVE control is desirable due to its unique capacity

to accommodate uncertain and time-varying properties of
nonlinear systems, where recent survey papers can be referred
to [1]-[6]. The presence of mismatched uncertainties is a major
obstacle to adaptive control of nonlinear systems. Adaptive inte-
gral backstepping with overparameterization, which combines
integral backstepping and direct adaptive control, is a precursor
to relax the above obstacle by designing an adaptive law to
adjust a virtual control input at each backstepping step [7].
A tuning function approach is a direct adaptive backstepping
approach that avoids overparameterization (8} Ch. 4], where an
adaptive law termed as a tuning function is constructed itera-
tively at each backstepping step, while an actual adaptive law
is generated at the last step by all previous tuning functions. It
is revealed that adaptive backstepping control driven by tuning
functions has a higher-order tracking property [9]]. There are
two common drawbacks for the above adaptive backstepping
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approaches: 1) The “explosion of complexity” exists due to the
repeated differentiation of virtual control inputs; 2) the expo-
nential stability of the closed-loop system (implying parameter
convergence and robustness) relies on a strict condition termed
persistent excitation (PE), which requires system states contain
sufficiently rich spectral information all the time.

Adaptive dynamic surface control (DSC) applies a first-
order linear filter to estimate the time derivative of each vir-
tual control input at its backstepping step for addressing the
complexity problem of the classical backstepping control [10].
The performance and robustness of adaptive DSC have been
enhanced by integrating neural network (NN) approximation
[111], nonlinear filtering [12]], power integration [13]], coordinate
transformation [[14]], prescribed performance control [13], etc.
An approach similar to DSC named command-filtered back-
stepping control (CFBC) employs a second-order linear filter
to estimate the time derivatives of virtual control inputs and
introduces compensation terms for stability guarantees [16].
The performance and robustness of adaptive CFBC have been
improved by some techniques, such as NN approximation ,
exact differentiation [[18], and immersion and invariance [19].
Nevertheless, the adaptive DSC and CFBC approaches suffer
from the explosion of the dynamic order and the loss of global
stability and asymptotic tracking due to the employed filtering
operations [20]].

A modular backstepping approach follows the certainty
equivalence principle that separates control and estimation de-
signs [8, Ch. 5]. A key feature of this approach is that the time
derivatives of virtual control inputs are replaced by their partial
derivatives with respect to system states and reference signals,
while the resulting high-order time derivatives of parameter
estimates are treated as additive disturbances. Therefore, the
modular backstepping approach does not involve tuning func-
tions and overparameterization and has a lower complexity.
This approach ensures input-to-state stability with strong ro-
bustness owing to introducing a nonlinear damping term in a
stabilizing function at each backstepping step [21]]. A standard
gradient-descent identifier derived from a swapping scheme can
be combined with modular backstepping to achieve asymptotic
tracking Ch. 6]. Nevertheless, due to the existence of the
high-order time derivatives of parameter estimates in the closed-
loop system, the modular backstepping approach can degrade
the transient tracking performance and prevent exact parameter
estimation even in the presence of PE.

A high-order tuner (HOT) approach in [22] can efficiently
remove the negative influence caused by the time derivatives
of parameter estimates in modular backstepping. The key idea
of the HOT is to apply a linear filter with a sufficiently high
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relative degree to the adaptive law, such that the exact im-
plementation of the high-order time derivatives of parameter
estimates becomes feasible. In 23], a direct adaptive control
scheme was combined with the HOT to counteract the transient
process of parameter estimates caused by their high-order time
derivatives, improving the transient and steady-state tracking
performance. In [24]], a memory regressor extension (MRE)
identifier, which utilizes regressor extension with filtering, was
combined with the HOT to design an indirect adaptive control
law, where the HOT is applied to an extended regression model
such that the high-order time derivatives of parameter estimates
can be calculated exactly without filtering delay. However,
the above two methods still need nonlinear damping terms
to ensure closed-loop stability and transient performance and
resort to the stringent PE condition for exponential stability
guarantees.

From the above discussions, one concludes that the modular
backstepping approach has the following limitations:

1) The transient and steady-state tracking performances rely
on nonlinear damping terms;

2) The transient process of parameter estimates due to their
high-order time derivatives can destroy the tracking per-
formance and parameter convergence (except [24]);

3) The stringent PE condition must be fulfilled to realize the
exponential stability of the closed-loop system.

Motivated by the above facts, this paper proposes a composite
learning backstepping control (CLBC) strategy that ensures the
exponential stability of the closed-loop system under relaxed
excitation conditions for a class of strict-feedback uncertain
nonlinear systems. The design procedure is as follows: First,
the modular backstepping scheme without nonlinear damping
terms is given to facilitate the control design; second, a gen-
eralized regression equation is constructed by the swapping
technique and an interval integration; third, a linear filter is
applied to the generalized regression equation to generate a
generalized linearly parameterized model; fourth, a generalized
prediction error is designed to exploit online data memorys;
fifth, a general prediction error is introduced to counteract
a modeling error term; finally, a composite learning HOT is
constructed by mixing the two prediction errors to implement
the high-order time derivatives of parameter estimates exactly.
The contributions of this study lie in three folds:

1) A feasible modular backstepping strategy termed CLBC is
proposed to ensure the transient and steady-state tracking
performance without nonlinear damping terms;

2) An algorithm of staged exciting strength maximization is
designed to enhance the online data memory of composite
learning in different excitation stages;

3) The closed-loop system is proven to achieve exponential
stability with guaranteed parameter convergence under the
condition of interval excitation (IE) or even partial IE.

Notations: R, R*, R™ and R™*" denote the spaces of real
numbers, positive real numbers, real n-vectors and real m x n-
matrices, respectively, min{-} represents the minimum opera-
tor, Amin (A) and Ay, (A) represent the minimal and maximum
eigenvalues of A, respectively, oy (A) is the minimum singu-
lar value of A, ||| is the Euclidean norm of &, L, is the space

of bounded signals, [ is an identity matrix, O is a zero matrix,
Q. := {z|||z|| < c} is the ball of radius ¢, argmax,cs f(z)
={z € S|f(y) < f(z), Yy € S}, where A € R"*", x € R",
ceRT, f:R— R, S CR, and n, m are positive integers.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider a class of nth-order strict-feedback uncertain non-
linear systems as follows [8]:

i = @] (®:)0 + iy,

i = o (2)0 + Bla)u, (1)
Y=
withi = 1ton — 1 and x;(t) := [z1(t), 22(t), - ,2;(t)]T €

R?, where x(t) := [x1(t), 22(t), -+ ,2,(t)]T € R™ denotes a
measurable state, u(t) € R™ is a control input, y(¢) € R is
a system output, @ € R is an unknown parameter, ¢; : R’
— RY is a known smooth regressor, 5 : R™ — R is a known
gain function, and NN is the number of parameter elements. Let
y:(t) € R be a reference signal. The following definitions are
introduced for the subsequent analysid].

Definition 1 [23]: A bounded regressor ®(t) € RY*" is of
PE if there exist constants o and 74 € RY such that

/t
t—Td

Definition 2 [26]]: A bounded regressor ®(t) € RV*" is of
IE if there exist constants o, 7q, and 7. € R* such that

®(7)®T (1)dr > oI, ¥t > 0.

Te
/ ®(7)®T (1)dr > ol.
Te—Ta

Definition 3: A bounded regressor ®(t) € RV *" is of partial
IE, if there exist constants o, 74, and T, € RT such that

Ta
/ D, (T)cI)<T (r)dr > ol
Tdde

in which &, € R™*" is a sub-regressor constituted by some
column vectors of ®7 with 1 < m < N.

For convenience, a column ¢;(t) € R" (j = 1 to N) of
a regressor ®7'(t) € R™*¥ is named as a channel. Therefore,
one has ®7'(t) = [¢1(t), Pa(t),- -+, dn(t)]. A channel ¢, (¢) is
named as an active channel if ||¢;(t)|| # 0, conversely termed
as an inactive channel. Without loss of generality, this study
considers the case that the IE condition may not hold, V¢ > 0,
but the partial IE condition holds at some moments (including
t = 0). We aim to design a suitable adaptive control strategy for
the system () such that closed-loop stability with parameter
convergence can be guaranteed without the PE condition.

Remark 1: The PE condition in Definition 1 is very stringent
since its exciting strength must be not less than the constant
o, ¥t > 0. The IE condition in Definition 2 is strictly weaker
than the PE condition as its excitation strength must be less
than o only for a certain time 7, which may be fulfilled during
transient processes. However, the PE and IE conditions require
all channels ¢;(t) (j = 1 to N) to be activated simultaneously
for all time and at a certain time, respectively, which is too strict

'If t < 74 in Definitions 1-3, the integral interval is reset as [0, ¢]



to satisfy in most practical scenarios. The partial IE condition
in Definition 3 relaxes this requirement by ignoring all inactive
channels such that it can be satisfied at the beginning and some
moments later owing to (0) # 0 and x(t) # 0, 3t > 0 for
general cases, which implies the impossibility for all channels
65 (DIl =0 =110 N), ¥t > 0.

III. MODULAR BACKSTEPPING CONTROL DESIGN

The following assumptions are given for the modular back-
stepping control design of the system (D).

Assumption 1: There exist constants cg, ¢; € R such that
0, CRY, yr. i "V € Qe CR.

Assumption 2: There exist some constants c4, b, by € RT to
get 2(0), Yrn(t) € Qe, C R™, by < |B(x)] < bon Q,, and
goz(-k)(wi) € Loo (k=1ton —i)on Q, fori =1 to n, where
Yon () = [y (1), (). - " ()] € R™

The virtual control inputs vy (t),v;(t) € R in the modular
backstepping approach are recursively given by [§]]

U1 ($1,é, yr) = _kClel - ’llbfé7
Vi (@i, 051, Yri) = —keiei — i1 — P10

[ ov v ov
Y1 i=l (k) izl (k)
+;< o Tkt aé(k—l)o + (?yr(k_l)yr ) )

with ©;_1(t) := [0(),0(t), - .00~V ()] € RN* and yy(¢t)
= [y (1), 0e(t), -,y ()] € RE, where e () 1= 21 (1) —
ye(t) € Rand e;(t) == 2:(t) — vi1(t) — ¢ (1) € R are
tracking errors, 11 := ¢ and ¥; 1= ; — Z;@_:ll g;;l pr €
RY are regressors, k.1, k.; € RT are control gain parameters,
and ¢ = 2,--- ,n. The control law w is derived in the final step
of the backstepping procedure as follows:

u = %{B) (vn(w, On_1,Yrn) + yr")) .

Applying @), @), and ¢; = x; —v;_1 — vV to (D) results in
a close-loop tracking error system

é=Ae+ 7 (x,0,-1,4:),
in which e(t) := [e1(t), ea(t), - - -

3)

“)
,en(t)]T € R™ is a tracking

error vector, @ := [1, 1o, - -+, by, ] € RN X" is anew regressor,
0(t) :== 6 — 0(t) € RY is a parameter estimation error, and
kg 1 0 -~ 0
1 —ke 1 - 0
A= : : Do : eR™™.  (5)
0 0 0o - 1
0 0 0 —ken
Consider linear filtering operations
¢=AC+ 2T ©
o7 = DT + @7

and define an output vector p(t) := e(t) + ¢(t) € R"™, where
¢(t) € R™ and ®4(t) € RYV*" are filtered outputs. Following
the swapping technique [8, Ch. 6], one can obtain a static linear
parametric model from (6) as follows:

p(t) = ®L(1)6 + € () @)

where €¢(t) € R™ is an exponentially decay term that satisfies
€(t) = 0,Vt > 0if ¢(0) = —e(0) and P5(0) = 0. However,
the parameter vector 6 in () can not be estimated by classical
adaptation schemes because the regressor @ relies on the inac-
cessible high-order time derivatives o) (k=1ton—1).Even
when () are available, the parameter convergence of classical
adaptation schemes relies on the stringent PE condition, which
requires that the reference trajectory y, includes sufficiently
rich spectral information all the time.

Remark 2: In existing modular backstepping control meth-
ods, nonlinear damping terms like kq;||70;|? with kq; € R*
being damping parameters (¢ = 1 to n) must be incorporated
into the virtual control inputs v; in (@) to counteract the transient
process arising from the modeling error term 76 and the high-
order time derivatives §*) (k = 1 ton — 1), such that the
boundedness stability of the closed-loop system can always be
established even in the absence of adaptation [§]], [24]. However,
the square terms ||4;||? can lead to high-gain control, regardless
of whether the estimation error 8 converges to 0 or not, which
results in noise amplification and control saturation in practice.
In this study, we aim to establish closed-loop stability without
resorting to nonlinear damping terms as detailed in Sec.[[V]

IV. COMPOSITE LEARNING BACKSTEPPING CONTROL
A. Composite Learning HOT

Multiplying @) by @ and letting ((0) = —e(0) and
®4(0) = 0, one obtains an extended regression equation

Dy ()07 (1)8 = @5 (t)p(1). ®)
Integrating (8] yields a generalized regression equation
U(t)e = q(t) )
where ¥(t) € RV*¥ is an excitation matrix given by
t
U(t) = / Oy (7)0T (7)dr (10)
t—T7q
and q(t) € RY is an auxiliary variable given by
t
at)= [ ep(rr an
t—Td

To obtain the high-order time derivatives é(k), one introduces a
stable linear filter with n — 1 relative degrees

H(s) := H . —C:iai

where a; € RT (i = 1 to n) are filtering constants. Applying
H (s) in (I2) to each side of (@), one gets a generalized linearly
parameterized model as follows:

Q)0 = g¢(t)

with Q(t) == H(s)[W(t)] and gs(t) := H(s)[q(1)].
As the partial IE condition holds at some moments (including
t = 0), there exist certain constants o, 7q¢ € RT such that

12)
(13)

t
Ue(t) == / D (1)L (T)dT > 0l (14)
t—Tq



Algorithm 1 Staged exciting strength maximization
1: Initialize: 7’ < 0, T, = 0,0, = 0,te =0
2: for ¢t = 0 with a step size of 7 do
3: if length(Z’) < N then
4: Find the indexes k; satisfying ||¢s x, (t)]| > 0, k; €

{1,2,---  N}andsetZ < {ky, ko, ,kn.}
5: if 3k; € Z such that k; ¢ 7’ then
6: Reconstruct @ ¢(¢) and U¢(t) by
7: o0, T, +—t,7T +T
8 end if
9: if omin (Ve (t)) > o, then
10: Oc 4= Omin (Ve (t)), te <=t
11: end if
12: else
13: if omin (U (t)) > o, then
14: Oc < Omin(VU(t)), te ¢
15: end if
16: end if
17: end for

for some moments (including ¢ = 0), in which @Z e R N¢
denotes a sub-regressor composed by all active channels ¢ j,

of (I)T Le. (I)EC - [¢s,kla ¢s,k25 Tty ¢s,kN<]
0,1 <k <Nandi = 1to N¢, and No < N is the number
of active channels. If the IE condition holds, there exists a finite
time T, € R such that ¥(7,) > oI; otherwise, T, = 0.

The index k; of active channels ¢y 5, may be changed under
partial IE, which leads to the existence of multiple partial IE
stages. To consider the changes of the sub-regressor @ - under
different partial IE stages, let Z := {ki, ko, -, kn } and 7'
:= {k1, k5, -+ ,ky, } denote index sets of active channels in
the current and previous partial IE stages, respectively, where
1 <kl <Nwithi =1to Né, and Né < N is the number
of previous active channels. Then, a staged exciting strength
maximization algorithm for reconstructing the sub-regressor
@, . and maximizing the exciting strength oy,in (¥ (¢)) in each
partial IE stage is given in Algorithm 1, where Ty € RT is a
sampling time, T, € R is the first epoch in each partial IE
stage, o.(t) € RT is the current maximal exciting strength, and
te € RT is the corresponding exciting time. Based on the above
argument, a generalized prediction error is defined by

€(t) = qf(tc) - Q(tc)é(t)

Fig. [l illustrates the current maximal exciting strength o ()
in Algorithm 1 under a simple case with two partial IE stages.
As new active channels ¢y, (t) exist at ¢ = T,, the sub-
regressor ®g - with the excitation matrix U¢(¢) in (I4) is
reconstructed by all new active channels [see Lines 4-8 in
Algorithm 1]. In this partial IE stage, as the exciting strength
Omin(T¢(t)) can be time-varying [see the green dash line in
Fig. [l the update of the exciting time £, is based on strength
maximization, i.e., max [z, Omin(¥¢ (7)) [see Lines 9-11 in
Algorithm 1 and the black solid line in Fig.[T]]. This is the same
for the IE stage [see Lines 13-15 in Algorithm 1 and the red
area in Fig. [T

To counteract the transient process of the modeling error
term ®76 in @) such that closed-loop stability can be ensured

5)

o
Partial IE Stage 1

Oc

Partial IE Stage 2 IE Stage

/ O\ = o’>m(“z(r>)
\ o (¥e®) /'\—F
\‘/ /I AN '\ ,.*
L T :
0 T, Te t

Fig. 1. Anillustration of the current maximal exciting strength o in Algorithm
1. Note that the black solid line denotes o, the blue and green dash lines are
Omin(¥¢) in two partial IE stages, and the red dotted line is omin (V).

without resorting to the nonlinear damping terms kq; ||1; ||? (i =
1 to n), we introduce extra prediction error feedback. Applying
H(s) in (12) to @) results in a filtered regression equation

2(t) = ®F (1)0

with z(t) := sH (s)[e] + H(s)[®70 — Ae] and & := H (s)[®].
Then, giving a filtered prediction model

2(t) = o7 (1)

(16)

A7)

with 2(¢) € R™ being a predicted value of z(t), define a general
filtered prediction error

€(t) = z(t) — B (1)O(t). (18)
)

The generalized prediction error £(¢) in (I3) is combined
with the general prediction error €(¢) in (I8) to design a
composite learning-based HOT as follows:

0 =T (Dre(t) + r(D))

in which I' € RY¥*¥ is a positive-definite diagonal matrix of
learning rates, and £ € R™ is a weighting factor. Since H (s) in
(@2 owns n — 1 relative degrees, the time derivatives of 0 in
(@9 up to the (n — 1)th order can be implemented physically
by a direct differentiation scheme [27]. More specifically, the
high-order time derivatives of 0 are calculated by

k+1) _ (Z Cz k— zH ]e(i) + K{(k)) (20)

with 8 (0)

19)

= 0 and intermediate time derivatives

ZOJ “IH(s
ZCZ

in which C}, = k!/(i!(k — i)!) are binomial coefficients with
0<i<kand1<k<n-—2.

Remark 3: In the proposed composite learning HOT (T9), the
excitation matrix ¥ in (IQ) is composed of active and inactive
channels. If only the partial IE condition holds, there exists
at least one inactive channel ¢ ; for j € {1,2,---,N}, ie,
llps,;|| = 0, and all elements in the jth row and the jth column

i) _ ) _ [@]69),



Y(t)

Fig. 2. An illustration of the relationship between the channels ¢ ; and the
excitation matrix W with N = 7. Note that the blue modules denote active
channels, the white modules are inactive channels, and p is defined in (Z).

of W(t) are 0. Fig. [l illustrates the relationship between the
channels ¢ ;(t) and the excitation matrix ¥(¢) with N = 7.
In this case, the full exciting strength o,in (U (¢)) = 0 [see the
red dotted line in Fig. ], such that online data need to be stored
and updated by the excitation matrix W, which removes the
effect that the current exciting strength o, (¥(¢)) is decided
by inactive channels. It is worth noting that inactive channels
can be determined by ||¢s ;|| < p with a small threshold
pu € R instead of ||¢s ;|| = 0 in practice, as measurement
noise may exist in the feedback of @ such that it is impossible
to have ||¢s ;|| # 0 even for inactive channels.

Remark 4: The previous composite learning methods only
consider the IE case and utilize the excitation matrix ¥(t,) in
(IQ) with the auxiliary variable q(t,) in (IT) to directly compute
the generalized prediction error £(t) in (I3) [6]. However, the
excitation matrix W(t.) can be discontinuous at some moments
even the excitation strength o.(t) is continuous, which makes
it impossible to obtain the time derivatives f(k+1) directly,
and the control law (B) may generate a discontinuous signal.
Differently in the proposed composite learning HOT (19), the
excitation matrix W(t) in (IQ) is embedded in the stable filter
H(s) to generate the filtered excitation matrix Q(t.) in (3
and to construct the novel generalized prediction error £(¢) in
(T3). In this manner, the time derivatives *+1) in (20) and the
control law (3 can be implemented continuously.

B. Parameter Convergence Analysis

Let @f - == [t .k, Dt ks -, Pty ] € R"*N¢ be an active
sub-regressor of <I>fT in (T7) with ¢ i, being the k;th channel of
o7, and ¢ := [0y, , O, - -- ,ékNC]T € RV¢ be a parameter es-
timation error corresponding to active channels. The following
theorem shows parameter convergence results for the proposed
composite learning-based HOT scheme.

Theorem 1: Let [0,t¢) with ¢y € RT be the maximal time
interval for the existence of solutions of the system (I)). For any
given @ € Q, and T' = T'"" > 0, the composite learning law of
6 in (19) guarantees the following:

1) The parameter estimation error é(t) is of Lo, Vt > 0, and

€(t)isof Lo N Lo, VE € [0, t¢);
2) The partial parameter estimation error ONC (t) exponentially
converges to 0 if ¢ — oo, partial IE in Definition 3 exists

for some constants o, T, € R™, and the index set Z no
longer changes on ¢t € (T}, 00);

3) The parameter estimation error é(t) exponentially con-
verges to 0 if £ — oo and IE in Definition 2 exists for
some constants o, T, € RT.

Proof. 1) Since one has &€ = Q(t.)0, € = @?é, and 6 — -0,
the composite learning law (I9) becomes

0 = —I(®:dF'6 + Q(t.)0). @21
Choose a Lyapunov function candidate
Vo =607r'6. (22)

Differentiating Vp regarding ¢ and using (21I) yields
Vo < —2607Q(t:)0 — 207 d: D} 6.
Because Q(t.) is positive semidefinite, i.e., Q(t.) > 0, one has
07Q(t.)6 > 0 such that
Vo < —2070:01'6,vt € [0, 7). (23)

Noting Vp(t) > 0 and Vy(t) < 0 from @3), one obtains 0 <
Vi (t) < Vp(0), Vt > 0. Integrating each side of (23) over [0, 7]
and using € = ®] 6, one obtains

/0 t €*(r)dr < (Va(0) — V(1)) /2.

Noting Vp(t) € Lo and 0 < Vy(t) < Vy(0), the above result
implies € € Lo, Vt € [0, t¢). Using Vp(t) < Vp(0) yields
67 (t)r=10(t) < 87 (0)I19(0).
After some algebraic operations, the above result leads to
18] < v Anax(T)/Aumin (D) [6(0) |

implying 6(t) € L. Since the solutions of (I) only exist on
t € [0, ), one obtains x(t) and *) () € Lo, with k = 1 to
n—1,Vt € [0,¢), implying @ € Lo, Vt € [0, t¢). It follows
from e = <I>I;F0 that € € Lo, Vt € [0, ¢¢). In summary, one has
0(t) € Loo, YVt > 0and €(t) € Lo N Loo, VE € [0, ).

2) Consider the parameter convergence problem under partial
IE and ¢ — co. The composite learning law (I9) with respect
to active channels is given by

ég =-I¢ (@t'7<®g?<é< + HQC(tC)éC) >y

with Q¢ (te) := H(s)[¥¢(te)], in which T € RNexNe js a
positive-definite diagonal matrix of learning rates with respect
to active channels. Let a Lyapunov function candidate be

Voo = é?l—‘glég.

(24)

(25)

Differentiating Vp ¢ with respect to ¢ and applying (Z4) to the
resulting expression, one obtains

VO,C <- 25?@&(@{40} — 2&9?@4 (te)0~<
< - 2%5?@((%)0}.
As partial IE exists for the constant o, one obtains W¢(te) >

0c(Ta)I > ol from (I4). Since H (s) is stable with unity gain,
there exists a constant o* € RT with o* < o such that

Qclte) = H(s)[We(te)] = o™ 1.



It follows from the above two results that
Vo < —2ﬁa*é?é< < —2HU*Amin(FC)0~?FC_10~C.
Thus, one immediately obtains
Voc(t) < —keVoc(t),t > T

with k¢ := 2k0* Amin(T¢) € RT. Applying [28, Lemma A.3.2]
to solve the above inequality, one obtains

Vo.c(t) < Vi o(Ty)e Fet=Ta),
Combining (23)) with the above result yields

101> <Amax(Te)OL ()T 0c(t) = Amax(Tc) Vi ¢ (£)
Dmax(T)Va e (To)e 1) vt > T,

which implies that the partial estimation error ég(t) exponen-
tially convergesto O on ¢ € [T, c0).

3) The proof of parameter convergence under IE is similar to
those under partial IE, so we omit the similar steps to give the
proof. Applying the Lyapunov function Vy in (22) and the IE
condition ¥(7T,) > oI, one obtains

16() 12 <Amax(T)8TT 10 = Apyax (T) Vi (£)

Dmax (D)o (Ty)e R =T vyt > T,
where kg := 2k0* Apin (), and 0* € R with o* < o satisfies
Q(te) = H(s)[¥(te)] = H(s)[¥(Te)] = 0" (26)

which implies that the parameter estimation error é(t) exponen-
tially converge to O on ¢ € [T, 00). O

C. Closed-Loop Stability Analysis

We introduce the following lemmas to facilitate the analysis
of closed-loop stability, where Lemma 2 can be obtained by a
simple extension of Lemma 4].

Lemma 1 [30] (Local existence of solutions): Consider the
system (I) under Assumptions 1-2 with the control law (3). For
any given z(0) € Q., C R" with ¢y € R, there exist ¢, > co
and T, € R, such that z(t) € Q., C R™,Vt € [0, t¢).

Lemma 2 [29]] (Convergence of stable filters): Consider H(s)
in (I2) ont € [0,) and ®¢ in (I6). For any given small § €
R, there exists a sufficiently large & € RT and o; > « with
i=1ton —1,sothat||® — &¢| <4, Vt € [0, ).

The following theorem is established to show the stability of
the closed-loop system (@) with (T9).

Theorem 2: For the system (1) under Assumptions 1-2 driven
by the CLBC law (3) and (9 with 2(0) € Q, and 8(0) € €.
There exist suitably large control parameters kc; to ke, in (@)
and filtered parameters o to oy, 1 in (I2)), such that the closed-
loop system (@) with (I9) is stable in the sense that:

1) All closed-loop signals are of L., Vt > 0;

2) The tracking error e(t) and the partial parameter estima-
tion error ég (t) exponentially converge to 0 if partial IE in
Definition 3 exists for some constants T,, ¢ € RT and the
index set Z no longer changes on ¢ € (T}, 00);

3) The tracking error e(t) and the parameter estimation error
é(t) exponentially converge to 0 if IE in Definition 2 exists
for some constants T, o € RT.

ts1 =0 tp ts2 trr ts3 ez tsa  tra t

Fig. 3. Anillustration of the time indices on error convergence in the proof of
Theorem 2 under regressor filtering. Note that ¢ is a steady-state bound.

Proof. 1) Choose a Lyapunov function candidate

Vie,0) = (eTe+6TT716)/2. 27
Differentiating V' with respect to ¢ yields
V= (eTe+eTe)/2+ 07T 10.
Applying @) and (19) to the above formula, one obtains
V=el(—~Ke+®76) — 670:070 — k67Q(t.)0  (28)

with K := diag(ke1, keo, - - -
V=—el(K—-1I/4)e—rB"Q(t:)0 + e (® — ¥;)0
—ele/d— 07000+ "0l

, ken), which can be rewritten into

where the second line of the above formula satisfies
—ele/4— 0700+ "Dl 0
< —[le/2—@{0|* <o.
Then, it is straightforward to get
V<—el(K—-I/4)e—kB"Q(t.)0 + e’ (d — d)h. (29)

It follows from Lemma 2 to obtain ||® — ¢ < 6, Vt € [0, ¢r),
in which ¢y € R™ is the moment that x(t) leaves ), for the
first time. According to Theorem 1, one gets é(t) € Lo, Vt e
[0, 00), such that there exists a constant ¢y € R that satisfies
16(t)|| < co. Vt € [0,00). Applying these results to the above
inequality and letting k; > 1/4, one has

V < — kelle]|? + dco el

with k¢ := miny<;<n{ke;} —1/4 € RT. Applying Young’s in-
equality ab < a?/2+b%/2 with a = k.| e|| and b = cg /v ke
to the above inequality, one obtains

V < —kelle]®/2 + (3¢o)?/ (2ke) (30)

which is valid on ® € Q. for ¢t € [0,%). It is observed
from (29) and (BQ) that the filtered prediction error € in (I8)
counteracts the modeling error term @Té, which leads to (30).
Thus, e(t) converges to a steady-state bound subject to 6 on
t €[0,tf).

To demonstrate that e(t) does not leave the steady-state
bound on ¢t € [0,00), we refer to the proof of Th. 3].
As shown in Fig. [ let |[e(t)|] > & for t € (t,,t) and



lle(t)|| <efort e [te,ts,. ] withj =1,2,---, Ne, where N,
is the number of times for ||e(t)|| < € (N, can be infinity), and
¢ € R* is a small constant. Without loss of generality, assume
|le(0)|] > & with t5; = 0. Thus, if the choice of «; in (IZ) and
kc; in @) satisfies € > dcg/ ke, it follows from (BQ) that

V < —p,Vt € (ts;,tt,) (31)

with p := k.e?/2 — (dcp)?/(2k.) € R*, which implies that
V() is monotonically decreasing for ||e(t)|| > e. In addition,
lle(te;)|| = [le(ts,,)|| = € can be obtained directly, and 0 is
monotonically decreasing from Theorem 1. Then, one gets

V(t) < V(tfj), YVt € [tfj , tsj+1]. (32)

Combining (31) and (32), one gets V (¢) < V(0), Vt € [0, ts).

Let Q. D {z|V(t) < V(0),0,0 € Doy yer e iV €

Qc, }. Thus, if € > dcg/k. holds, Qc, is a positively invariant

set, which means that x(t) started from €., stays inside 2,

and does not leaves Q.,, V¢ € [0, 00), implying t; = oo.
Integrating (31 at (¢, , t, ), one obtains

V(tfj) < V(tsj) — p(tfj — tsj).

Therefore, it is derived that

0< V(thc) SV(tSNC) - p(thc - tSNC)
Sv(thc—l) - p(thc - tSNC)
Ne
Vltiy, o) —p Y (t —ts)
j=Ne—1
Ne
<V(0) = p Y _(te; — tej)-
j=1
Then, one immediately obtains
Ne
Dty —ts) < V(0)/p
j=1

which implies that the total time spent on |le(t)|| > ¢ is finite
so that e(t) is ultimately bounded by €. As V() with j =
1 to N, is a positive-decreasing sequence, either the sequence
terminates at a finite N, with ¢, and V'(Z;,_) being finite or
limj o V(t;;) = V(oco) exists and is finite [28, Th. 7.2.3].
Applying Assumptions 1-2, Theorem 1, and V' in 7)), one gets
e(t),0(t) € Loy, Yt > 0, which implies that & (t), v; (t), ®(t) €
Loo, Vt > 0 with i = 1 to n in ). Consequently, all closed-
loop signals are of L., Vi > 0.

2) Consider the control problem under partial IE on ¢ € [T,
00). Choose a Lyapunov function candidate

1 1-p 5
Ve = 5eTe+ 5@CTrglaC.

Differentiating V- with respect to ¢ yields
Ve=(¢"e+e"é)/2+6/T "0,
Applying @) and @4) to the above formula, one obtains
VC :eT(—Ke + @gég) — ég@t'7<®?:<é< — Hé?@g(ic)ég.

Noting the process of the derivation from 28) to (29), we omits
the similar steps to directly give

V < —keeTe = k0l Qc(te)fc + e (B¢ — Drc)bc.  (33)

As there exist the constants T, o € R™ to satisfy the partial [E
condition, one obtains W (te) > 0¢(To)I > ol from (14). As
H(s) is a stable filter with unity gain, there exists a constant o
€ RT with o* < ¢ such that

Qc(te) = H(s)[V¢(te)] = o™ 1.
It follows from the above result and (33) that
VC S —kCeTe - na*é?ég + eT((I)C — @f’yC)TéC.

Noting Lemma 3 and ®, &; € L, one knows | — &¢|| < 4,
vVt > 0.As & — &¢ = o — O¢ ¢ due to the 0 norms of inactive
channels, one obtains

Ve < —keele — ko*01 0. + d|e[|6¢|.

Applying Young’s inequality ab < a?/2 + b*/2 with a = |||
/Vko* and b = v/ko*||0,|| to the above inequality yields

Ve < — (ke — 6%/ (2k0%))e" e — ko070, /2.
Choosing k. > 62/(2Kkc*), one obtains

Ve <= (2ke — 0% /(ro™))e" e/2 — ko™ Anin (D)0 T 10, /2
S—kpVe,t 2T,

with kp, := min{2k. — 62/(ko™), K0* Amin(C¢)} € RT, which
indicates that the tracking error e(t) and the parameter estima-
tion error @ (t) exponentially converge to 0 on t € [T}, 00).

3) The proof of closed-loop exponential stability under IE is
similar to that under partial IE, so we omit similar steps to give
the proof. Applying the Lyapunov function V' in (27) and the IE
condition ¥(7T,) > oI, one obtains

V < — (2ke — 02/ (ko*))eT e/2 — ko Amin(D)OTT 16 /2
< —kV,t > T

with ke := min{2k. —62/(k0*), K0* Amin(I')} € RT and ke >
62/(2k0*), where 6 € R* satisfies ||® — ®¢|| < §, V¢t > 0,
and o* € RT with o* < o satisfies (28), which implies that
the tracking error e(t) and the parameter estimation error 0(t)
exponentially converge to 0 on ¢ € [T, 00). O

Remark 6: In existing modular backstepping control meth-
ods, the nonlinear damping terms kq; ||1;]|?> (i = 1 to n) can
ensure the boundedness of the system (I) in the absence of
adaptation. In the proposed CLBC in (@) with (19), the no
updating of some elements of the parameter estimate 6 in (I9)
implies that the corresponding channels are inactive. In this
case, the partial IE condition in Definition 3 holds, and the ex-
ponential stability of the closed-loop system without resorting
to the nonlinear damping terms kq;|/%;||> can be established
under Algorithm 1. It is worth noting in Theorem 2 that if the
condition “the index set Z no longer changes on ¢t € (T}, 00)” is
not satisfied, the exponential stability of the closed-loop system
can still be established. Actually, the endless changes of some
indexes k; imply the establishment of the partial PE condition.



Remark 7: The proposed CLBC in () with (T9) has several
connections and distinctions compared to the MRE-HOT in
[24]. Similarly to the MRE-HOT, the swapping scheme and
the stable filter H(s) in (I2) are introduced to generate the
high-order time derivatives O(++1) in (20) for counteracting the
deteriorating effect due to the transient process of parameter es-
timation. The distinctions between the two controllers include:

1) The proposed CLBC introduces the filtered prediction
error € in (I8) to counteract the transient process caused
by the modeling error term ®76 in @) such that the bound-
edness stability of the closed-loop system is established
without the nonlinear damping terms kq; ||4;|? (i = 1 to
n), whereas the MRE-HOT resorts to kq; ||1);|* to counter-
act 70 so as to establish the boundedness stability;

2) The proposed CLBC integrates the extended regression
equation (8) over a time interval to obtain the generalized
regression equation (), applies H(s) to @) to construct
the novel generalized prediction error £ in (I3, and com-
bines the two prediction errors £ and e for the composite
learning HOT (T9), whereas the MRE-HOT applies H (s)
directly to (8) to design an indirect adaptive law;

3) The proposed CLBC storages and forgets online data
based on Algorithm 1 to guarantee that the exciting
strength o, is monotonously non-decreasing in each exci-
tation stage, which enhances the exponential stability and
robustness of the closed-loop system under partial IE or IE,
whereas the MRE-HOT is hard to ensure monotonously
non-decreasing of 0., and its exponential stability depends
on PE.

Remark 8: Composite learning is an innovative methodology
that exploits regressor extension and online data memory to
achieve the exponential stability of adaptive control systems
with guaranteed parameter convergence without the PE condi-
tion and has been widely applied to uncertain nonlinear systems
with successful applications [6], [31]-[33]. It follows from
Theorem 2 that the exponential stability of the closed-loop
system (@) with (I9) can be achieved under the partial IE or
IE condition. Actually, the exponential stability obtained not
only implies the rapid convergence of both the tracking error
e and the estimation error  but endows robustness against
system perturbations resulting from, e.g., external disturbances,
unmodeled dynamics, and measurement noise [36]].

Remark 9: The parameter selection of the proposed CLBC in
@) with (I9) follows the following rules:

1) The choice of the control gains k.; (i = 1 to n) in (@) are
subject to control saturation and measurement noise;

2) The filtering constants o; (i = 1 to n — 1) in (I2) are
chosen to be suitably large such that the filtered regressor
®¢ can approach the regressor ® while filtering out high-
frequency unmodelled dynamics as much as possible;

3) Increasing the learning parameters » and ' in (T9) can
speed up the learning process at the cost of increasing the
required sampling frequency and noise sensibility;

4) Increasing the integral duration 74 in (I0) can improve
parameter convergence at the cost of increasing memory
usage and enlarging low-frequency unmodelled effects.

V. SIMULATION STUDIES
A. Stability and Convergence Comparison

This section is devoted to verifying the exponential stabil-
ity and parameter convergence of the proposed CLBC in (B)
with (T9) under various excitation conditions. Consider a mass-
spring-damping model as follows [37]:

T1 = @2,

L T

Ty = x3 + @5 (22)0,
ig = u,

y=x

where x1 € R denotes a mass position, u € R is a control input,
and @ € R? is a unknown parameter vector. Noting (), one has
p2(2) = [~2, —21, —23]" and 1 (21) = p3(x) = 0.

Choose the control parameters k.; = 1 with ¢ = 1,2,3, T
=3[,k =174 = 3,60) =0, and 0 = 1074, and the
stable filter H(s) = 25/(s*> + 10s + 25) in (I2). Gaussian
white noise with 0 mean and 0.001 standard derivation is added
to the measurement of the states x;. The MRE-HOT in
and the composite learning dynamic surface control (CL-DSC)
in [10] are selected as baseline controllers, where we set the
damping parameters kq; = 0.1 for the MRE-HOT, the stable
filter L(s) := 20/ (s+20) for the CL-DSC, and the other shared
parameters to be the same values for fair comparisons.

Case 1: Tracking with PE. Consider a tracking problem under
PE with the reference trajectory y, = 1.5sin(0.5¢), the desired
parameter & = [0.1,0.5,1.5]7, and the initial state z(0) =
[0.6,0,0]T. Performance comparisons of the three controllers
are depicted in Figs. @ and [l It is observed that the estimation
error by the CL-DSC has a steady-state error since the time
derivative of each virtual control input is estimated by the filter
L(s) [see Fig.d(a)], 0 by the MRE-HOT converges to 0 after
running 30 s [see Fig. @(b)] as PE is fulfilled in this case, and
6 by the proposed CLBC exhibits the rapid convergence to 0
[see Fig. @c)], which validates its strong learning capability.
Besides, the proposed CLBC exhibits much better tracking
performance than the CL-DSC and MRE-HOT [see Fig. Bla)]
because the exciting strength o, of the CLBC is monotonic
non-decreasing and keeps a high level throughout [see Fig.
BXc)]. Moreover, the control inputs u by the proposed CLBC
and the MRE-HOT are not affected by the measurement noise
throughout and are comparable after their estimation errors 0
converge to 0 [see Fig.[3(b)], but u by the CL-DSC is seriously
polluted by the measurement noise [see Fig.[5(b)], which results
in much worse tracking performance [see Fig.[3la)].

Case 2: Regulation with partial IE or IE. Consider a regu-
lation problem under the partial IE or IE condition with the
desired parameter & = [0.4,0.5,0.1]7 and the initial state
x(0) = 0, where the reference trajectories yy, ¥y, ¥r, and ¥, are
generated by a reference model y, () = % [r(t)] with ag = 16,
a(s) = s* + 8s3 + 24s? + 325 + 16, and

—0.3, t<60
r(t)={ —15, 60<t<100
0, ¢ > 100

such that partial IE exists in ¢ € [0,60) s, and IE exists
in ¢ € [60,120] s. Performance comparisons of the three
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Fig. 4. Estimation accuracy comparisons of three controllers for the tracking
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Fig. 5. Various performance comparisons of three controllers for the tracking
problem under the PE condition. (a) The absolute tracking errors |e1]. (b) The
control inputs u. (c) The exciting strengths oc.

controllers are depicted in Figs. [6] and [ It is observed that
the CL-DSC exhibits the rapid convergence of the estimation
error  at t € [60,120] s due to the establishment of IE but
still has a steady-state error [see Fig. [f(a)], the MRE-HOT
does show the convergence of 6 to 0 after 60 s [see Fig. [6(b)]
due to the lack of PE, and the proposed CLBC shows the
convergence of partial elements 6; and 65 to 0 at t € [0,60)
s and then all elements éz (z = 1to3)to 0 aftert = 60 s
[see Fig.[6lc)], which is consistent with the theoretical result in
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Fig. 6. Estimation accuracy comparisons of three controllers for the regulation
problem under partial IE or IE condition.
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Fig. 7. Various performance comparisons of three controllers for the regulation
problem under partial IE or IE condition. (a) The absolute tracking errors |e1 .
(b) The control inputs u. (¢) The exciting strengths oc.

Theorem 1. Regarding the tracking performance, the proposed
CLBC owns the highest tracking accuracy after 0 converges
to O [see Fig. [(a)]. Moreover, the control inputs u by the
proposed CLBC and the MRE-HOT are comparable in this case,
and the control input u by the CL-DSC is still sensitive to the
measurement noise [see Fig. [[[b)]. It is worth noting that the
exciting strengths o, by the CL-DSC and MRE-HOT are 0 at
t € [0,60) s due to the inactive channel ¢3 [see Fig. [Zlc)],
but their different control designs lead in obviously different
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time-varying parameter learning under the PE condition. (a) The absolute
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tracking results as shown above.

Case 3: Slowly time-varying parameter learning. Let the
reference trajectory y, = sin(0.5¢) such that PE exists and the
desired parameter 6(t) = [0.1,0.5,1.5]7(1 + 0.2 sin(7/100¢))
so that it is slowly time-varying. We use the exciting informa-
tion corresponding to the current exciting strength opin (¥ (1))
instead of the maximal exciting strength o, defined in Algo-
rithm 1 in this case. Performance comparisons of the three
controllers are exhibited in Figs.[8land[] In this case, the param-

eter estimates 0 by all controllers can follow the desired time-
varying parameter 0(t) [see Fig.[Bl| due to the establishment of
PE, but the proposed CLBC achieves the best performance of
parameter estimation [see Fig. [Bl(c)] as its exciting strength o
is greatest [see Fig. Olc)]. Besides, the proposed CLBC also
shows the best tracking performance [see Fig. Q(a)], which
validates that: 1) it is also suitable for the case of slowly time-
varying parameter learning; 2) it can enhance both the tracking
performance and parameter convergence by combining two
different prediction errors; 3) it guarantees strong robustness
against perturbations resulting from measurement noise.

B. Transient Performance Comparison

This section is devoted to demonstrating that the transient
performance of the proposed CLBC in (@) with (I9) can still
be guaranteed without the nonlinear damping terms kg;||4;|?
(i = 1 to n). Consider a second-order system [8]

&1 = z2 + p1(21)0,
i:g = u,
y=a

with u € R, ¢1(z1) = 2%, 0 = 2, and z(0) = [0.6,0]".
Note that for existing modular backstepping control methods,
if the damping coefficients kq; are close to O, the transient
performance of the above system can be deteriorated by the
modeling error term o7 regardless of the convergence of
the estimation error 6 [8]. The reference trajectories v:, ¥r,
and g, are generated by y.(t) = %[r(t)] with ayp = 1,
a(s) = s3+3s%+3s+1,and r(t) = sin(2t). Choose the control
parameters key = ko = 1, ' =1,k =1,74 = 1, 9(0) =0,
and o = 1074, and the stable filter H(s) = 25/(s + 25). The
HOT adaptive backstepping control (HOT-ABC) in and the
MRE-HOT in are selected as baseline controllers, where
their shared parameters are set to be the same values for fair
comparisons.

Performance comparisons of transient tracking and param-
eter convergence of the three controllers are exhibited in Fig.
where both the damping parameters kq; and kq2 increase
from 0.01 to 0.19 with a step size of 0.03, and the arrows
indicate the increasing direction kq; and kq2. It is observed
that the transient results of the HOT-ABC and MRE-HOT are
deteriorated by decreasing kq; and kg2 [see green and red
dash lines in Fig. [[0(a)]. For the MRE-HOT, increasing kq;
and kq. reduces the initial oscillations of the tracking error
le1| [see green dash lines in Fig. [[0(a)] but also slows down
parameter convergence [see green dash lines in Fig.[T0(b)]. The
proposed CLBC provides the convergence of |e1] to 0 with the
smallest initial oscillations [see Fig. [[0(a)] and achieves the
fastest parameter convergence [see Fig. [Q(b)], which implies
that: 1) the transient tracking and parameter convergence of the
HOT-ABC and MRE-HOT are sensitive to damping parameters;
2) the transient performance of the proposed CLBC is enhanced
by introducing the extra prediction error € in (I8) without re-
sorting to nonlinear damping terms; 3) The combination of two
prediction errors £ in (I3) and € in (I8)) accelerates parameter
convergence.
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Fig. 10. Performance comparisons of three controllers for the tracking problem
under different values of the damping parameters kq ; and kq 2. (a) The absolute
tracking errors |e1|. (b) The absolute estimation errors |6|. Note that the arrows
indicate the increasing direction kq; and kqo.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

This paper has presented a feasible modular backstepping
control strategy named CLBC for strict-feedback uncertain non-
linear systems. The proposed composite learning HOT allows
the exact implementation of the high-order time derivatives of
parameter estimates and the offset of modeling errors, such
that the transient performance can be guaranteed without re-
sorting to nonlinear damping terms. The proposed algorithm of
staged exciting strength maximization ensures that the exciting
strength is monotonously non-decreasing in each excitation
stage, such that the exponential stability of the closed-loop
system with parameter convergence is obtainable under the
much weaker condition of IE or partial IE. Simulation studies
have validated that the proposed CLBC greatly outperforms
two state-of-the-art modular backstepping controllers, namely
HOT-ABC and MRE-HOT, in both parameter estimation and
control. Further work would focus on robot control based on
the proposed method.
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