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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

A
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

[11], nonlinear filtering [12], power integration [13], coordinate

transformation [14], prescribed performance control [15], 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 [17],

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 [8, 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 memory;

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+, Rn and R
m×n denote the spaces of real

numbers, positive real numbers, real n-vectors and real m× n-

matrices, respectively, min{·} represents the minimum opera-

tor, λmin(A) and λmax(A) represent the minimal and maximum

eigenvalues of A, respectively, σmin(A) is the minimum singu-

lar value of A, ‖x‖ is the Euclidean norm of x, L∞ is the space

of bounded signals, I is an identity matrix, 0 is a zero matrix,

Ωc := {x|‖x‖ ≤ c} is the ball of radius c, argmaxx∈S f(x)
:= {x ∈ S|f(y) ≤ f(x), ∀y ∈ S}, where A ∈ R

n×n, x ∈ R
n,

c ∈ R
+, f : R 7→ R, S ⊂ R, and n,m are positive integers.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider a class of nth-order strict-feedback uncertain non-

linear systems as follows [8]:






ẋi = ϕ
T
i (xi)θ + xi+1,

ẋn = ϕT
n (x)θ + β(x)u,

y = x1

(1)

with i = 1 to n − 1 and xi(t) := [x1(t), x2(t), · · · , xi(t)]
T ∈

R
i, where x(t) := [x1(t), x2(t), · · · , xn(t)]

T ∈ R
n denotes a

measurable state, u(t) ∈ R
n is a control input, y(t) ∈ R is

a system output, θ ∈ R
N is an unknown parameter, ϕi : Ri

→ R
N is a known smooth regressor, β : Rn → R is a known

gain function, and N is the number of parameter elements. Let

yr(t) ∈ R be a reference signal. The following definitions are

introduced for the subsequent analysis1.

Definition 1 [25]: A bounded regressor Φ(t) ∈ R
N×n is of

PE if there exist constants σ and τd ∈ R
+ such that

∫ t

t−τd

Φ(τ)ΦT (τ)dτ ≥ σI, ∀t ≥ 0.

Definition 2 [26]: A bounded regressor Φ(t) ∈ R
N×n is of

IE if there exist constants σ, τd, and Te ∈ R
+ such that

∫ Te

Te−τd

Φ(τ)ΦT (τ)dτ ≥ σI.

Definition 3: A bounded regressor Φ(t) ∈ R
N×n is of partial

IE, if there exist constants σ, τd, and Ta ∈ R
+ such that

∫ Ta

Ta−τd

Φζ(τ)Φ
T
ζ (τ)dτ ≥ σI

in which Φζ ∈ R
m×n is a sub-regressor constituted by some

column vectors of ΦT with 1 ≤ m < N .

For convenience, a column φj(t) ∈ R
n (j = 1 to N ) of

a regressor ΦT (t) ∈ R
n×N is named as a channel. Therefore,

one hasΦT (t) = [φ1(t),φ2(t), · · · ,φN (t)]. A channelφj(t) is

named as an active channel if ‖φj(t)‖ 6= 0, conversely termed

as an inactive channel. Without loss of generality, this study

considers the case that the IE condition may not hold, ∀t ≥ 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 (1) 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

σ, ∀t ≥ 0. The IE condition in Definition 2 is strictly weaker

than the PE condition as its excitation strength must be less

than σ only for a certain time Te, which may be fulfilled during

transient processes. However, the PE and IE conditions require

all channels φj(t) (j = 1 to N ) to be activated simultaneously

for all time and at a certain time, respectively, which is too strict

1If t < τd in Definitions 1-3, the integral interval is reset as [0, t]
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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 x(0) 6= 0 and x(t) 6= 0, ∃t > 0 for

general cases, which implies the impossibility for all channels

‖φj(t)‖ ≡ 0 (j = 1 to N ), ∀t ≥ 0.

III. MODULAR BACKSTEPPING CONTROL DESIGN

The following assumptions are given for the modular back-

stepping control design of the system (1).

Assumption 1: There exist constants cθ, cr ∈ R
+ such that

θ ∈ Ωcθ ⊂ R
N , yr, ẏr, · · · , y(n−1)

r ∈ Ωcr ⊂ R.

Assumption 2: There exist some constants cd, b̄, b0 ∈ R
+ to

get x(0), yrn(t) ∈ Ωcd ⊂ R
n, b0 < |β(x)| < b̄ on Ωcd , and

ϕ
(k)
i (xi) ∈ L∞ (k = 1 to n− i) on Ωcd for i = 1 to n, where

yrn(t) := [yr(t), ẏr(t), · · · , y(n−1)
r (t)]T ∈ R

n.

The virtual control inputs v1(t), vi(t) ∈ R in the modular

backstepping approach are recursively given by [8]

v1(x1, θ̂, yr) = −kc1e1 −ψT
1 θ̂,

vi(xi,Θi−1,yri) = −kciei − ei−1 −ψT
i θ̂

+
i−1
∑

k=1

(

∂vi−1

∂xk

xk+1 +
∂vi−1

∂θ̂(k−1)
θ̂(k) +

∂vi−1

∂y
(k−1)
r

y(k)r

)

(2)

with Θi−1(t) :=
[

θ̂(t),
˙̂
θ(t), · · · , θ̂(i−1)(t)

]

∈ R
N×i and yri(t)

:=
[

yr(t), ẏr(t), · · · , y(i−1)
r (t)

]T ∈ R
i, where e1(t) := x1(t)−

yr(t) ∈ R and ei(t) := xi(t) − vi−1(t) − y
(i−1)
r (t) ∈ R are

tracking errors, ψ1 := ϕ1 and ψi := ϕi −
∑i−1

k=1
∂vi−1

∂xk
ϕk ∈

R
N are regressors, kc1, kci ∈ R

+ are control gain parameters,

and i = 2, · · · , n. The control law u is derived in the final step

of the backstepping procedure as follows:

u =
1

β(x)

(

vn(x,Θn−1,yrn) + y(n)r

)

. (3)

Applying (2), (3), and ei = xi − vi−1 − y
(i−1)
r to (1) results in

a close-loop tracking error system

ė = Λe+ΦT (x,Θn−1,yrn)θ̃, (4)

in which e(t) := [e1(t), e2(t), · · · , en(t)]T ∈ R
n is a tracking

error vector,Φ := [ψ1,ψ2, · · · ,ψn] ∈ R
N×n is a new regressor,

θ̃(t) := θ − θ̂(t) ∈ R
N is a parameter estimation error, and

Λ =















−kc1 1 0 · · · 0
−1 −kc2 1 · · · 0

...
...

...
. . .

...

0 0 0 · · · 1
0 0 0 · · · −kcn















∈ R
n×n. (5)

Consider linear filtering operations
{

ζ̇ = Λζ + ΦT θ̂

Φ̇T
s = ΛΦT

s +ΦT
(6)

and define an output vector p(t) := e(t) + ζ(t) ∈ R
n, where

ζ(t) ∈ R
n and Φs(t) ∈ R

N×n are filtered outputs. Following

the swapping technique [8, Ch. 6], one can obtain a static linear

parametric model from (6) as follows:

p(t) = ΦT
s (t)θ + ǫf(t) (7)

where ǫf(t) ∈ R
n is an exponentially decay term that satisfies

ǫf(t) ≡ 0, ∀t ≥ 0 if ζ(0) = −e(0) and Φs(0) = 0. However,

the parameter vector θ in (7) can not be estimated by classical

adaptation schemes because the regressor Φs relies on the inac-

cessible high-order time derivatives θ̂(k) (k = 1 to n−1). Even

when θ̂(k) are available, the parameter convergence of classical

adaptation schemes relies on the stringent PE condition, which

requires that the reference trajectory yr includes sufficiently

rich spectral information all the time.

Remark 2: In existing modular backstepping control meth-

ods, nonlinear damping terms like kdi‖ψi‖2 with kdi ∈ R
+

being damping parameters (i = 1 to n) must be incorporated

into the virtual control inputs vi in (2) to counteract the transient

process arising from the modeling error term ΦT θ̃ and the high-

order time derivatives θ̂(k) (k = 1 to n − 1), such that the

boundedness stability of the closed-loop system can always be

established even in the absence of adaptation [8], [24]. However,

the square terms ‖ψi‖2 can lead to high-gain control, regardless

of whether the estimation error θ̃ 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. IV.

IV. COMPOSITE LEARNING BACKSTEPPING CONTROL

A. Composite Learning HOT

Multiplying (7) by Φs and letting ζ(0) = −e(0) and

Φs(0) = 0, one obtains an extended regression equation

Φs(t)Φ
T
s (t)θ = Φs(t)p(t). (8)

Integrating (8) yields a generalized regression equation

Ψ(t)θ = q(t) (9)

where Ψ(t) ∈ R
N×N is an excitation matrix given by

Ψ(t) :=

∫ t

t−τd

Φs(τ)Φ
T
s (τ)dτ (10)

and q(t) ∈ R
N is an auxiliary variable given by

q(t) :=

∫ t

t−τd

Φs(τ)p(τ)dτ. (11)

To obtain the high-order time derivatives θ̂(k), one introduces a

stable linear filter with n− 1 relative degrees

H(s) :=

n−1
∏

i=1

αi

s+ αi

(12)

where αi ∈ R
+ (i = 1 to n) are filtering constants. Applying

H(s) in (12) to each side of (9), one gets a generalized linearly

parameterized model as follows:

Q(t)θ = qf(t) (13)

with Q(t) := H(s)[Ψ(t)] and qf(t) := H(s)[q(t)].
As the partial IE condition holds at some moments (including

t = 0), there exist certain constants σ, τd ∈ R
+ such that

Ψζ(t) :=

∫ t

t−τd

Φs,ζ(τ)Φ
T
s,ζ(τ)dτ ≥ σI (14)
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Algorithm 1 Staged exciting strength maximization

1: Initialize: I ′ ← ∅, Ta = 0, σc = σ, te = 0
2: for t = 0 with a step size of Ts do

3: if length(I ′) < N then

4: Find the indexes ki satisfying ‖φs,ki
(t)‖ > 0, ki ∈

{1, 2, · · · , N} and set I ← {k1, k2, · · · , kNζ
}

5: if ∃ki ∈ I such that ki /∈ I ′ then

6: Reconstruct Φs,ζ(t) and Ψζ(t) by I
7: σc ← σ, Ta ← t, I ′ ← I
8: end if

9: if σmin(Ψζ(t)) ≥ σc then

10: σc ← σmin(Ψζ(t)), te ← t
11: end if

12: else

13: if σmin(Ψ(t)) ≥ σc then

14: σc ← σmin(Ψ(t)), te ← t
15: end if

16: end if

17: end for

for some moments (including t = 0), in which ΦT
s,ζ ∈ R

n×Nζ

denotes a sub-regressor composed by all active channels φs,ki

of ΦT
s , i.e., ΦT

s,ζ := [φs,k1
,φs,k2

, · · · ,φs,kNζ
] with ‖φs,ki

‖ >
0, 1 ≤ ki ≤ N and i = 1 to Nζ , and Nζ < N is the number

of active channels. If the IE condition holds, there exists a finite

time Te ∈ R
+ such that Ψ(Te) ≥ σI; otherwise, Te =∞.

The index ki of active channels φs,ki
may be changed under

partial IE, which leads to the existence of multiple partial IE

stages. To consider the changes of the sub-regressor Φs,ζ under

different partial IE stages, let I := {k1, k2, · · · , kNζ
} and I ′

:= {k′1, k′2, · · · , k′N ′

ζ
} denote index sets of active channels in

the current and previous partial IE stages, respectively, where

1 ≤ k′i ≤ N with i = 1 to N ′
ζ , and N ′

ζ < N is the number

of previous active channels. Then, a staged exciting strength

maximization algorithm for reconstructing the sub-regressor

Φs,ζ and maximizing the exciting strength σmin(Ψζ(t)) in each

partial IE stage is given in Algorithm 1, where Ts ∈ R
+ is a

sampling time, Ta ∈ R
+ is the first epoch in each partial IE

stage, σc(t) ∈ R
+ is the current maximal exciting strength, and

te ∈ R
+ is the corresponding exciting time. Based on the above

argument, a generalized prediction error is defined by

ξ(t) := qf(te)−Q(te)θ̂(t). (15)

Fig. 1 illustrates the current maximal exciting strength σc(t)
in Algorithm 1 under a simple case with two partial IE stages.

As new active channels φs,ki
(t) exist at t = Ta, the sub-

regressor Φs,ζ with the excitation matrix Ψζ(t) in (14) is

reconstructed by all new active channels [see Lines 4-8 in

Algorithm 1]. In this partial IE stage, as the exciting strength

σmin(Ψζ(t)) can be time-varying [see the green dash line in

Fig. 1], the update of the exciting time te is based on strength

maximization, i.e., maxτ∈[Ta,t] σmin(Ψζ(τ)) [see Lines 9-11 in

Algorithm 1 and the black solid line in Fig. 1]. This is the same

for the IE stage [see Lines 13-15 in Algorithm 1 and the red

area in Fig. 1].

To counteract the transient process of the modeling error

term ΦT θ̃ in (4) such that closed-loop stability can be ensured

Fig. 1. An illustration of the current maximal exciting strength σc in Algorithm
1. Note that the black solid line denotes σc, the blue and green dash lines are
σmin(Ψζ) in two partial IE stages, and the red dotted line is σmin(Ψ).

without resorting to the nonlinear damping terms kdi‖ψi‖2 (i =
1 to n), we introduce extra prediction error feedback. Applying

H(s) in (12) to (4) results in a filtered regression equation

z(t) = ΦT
f (t)θ (16)

with z(t) := sH(s)[e] +H(s)[ΦT θ̂−Λe] and Φf :=H(s)[Φ].
Then, giving a filtered prediction model

ẑ(t) = ΦT
f (t)θ̂ (17)

with ẑ(t) ∈ R
n being a predicted value of z(t), define a general

filtered prediction error

ǫ(t) := z(t) − ΦT
f (t)θ̂(t). (18)

The generalized prediction error ξ(t) in (15) is combined

with the general prediction error ǫ(t) in (18) to design a

composite learning-based HOT as follows:

˙̂
θ = Γ (Φfǫ(t) + κξ(t)) (19)

in which Γ ∈ R
N×N is a positive-definite diagonal matrix of

learning rates, and κ ∈ R
+ is a weighting factor. Since H(s) in

(12) owns n − 1 relative degrees, the time derivatives of θ̂ in

(19) 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 θ̂ are calculated by

θ̂(k+1) = Γ

(

k
∑

i=0

Ci
ks

k−iH(s)[Φ]ǫ(i) + κξ(k)

)

(20)

with θ̂(i)(0) = 0 and intermediate time derivatives

ǫ(i) = z(i) −
i
∑

j=0

Cj
i s

i−jH(s)[Φ]θ̂(j),

ξ(k) = q
(k)
f (te)−

k
∑

i=0

Ci
kQ

(k−i)(te)θ̂
(i)

in which Ci
k = k!/(i!(k − i)!) are binomial coefficients with

0 ≤ i ≤ k and 1 ≤ k ≤ n− 2.

Remark 3: In the proposed composite learning HOT (19), the

excitation matrix Ψ in (10) is composed of active and inactive

channels. If only the partial IE condition holds, there exists

at least one inactive channel φs,j for j ∈ {1, 2, · · · , N}, i.e.,

‖φs,j‖ ≡ 0, and all elements in the jth row and the jth column
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Fig. 2. An illustration of the relationship between the channels φs,i and the
excitation matrix Ψ with N = 7. Note that the blue modules denote active
channels, the white modules are inactive channels, and p is defined in (7).

of Ψ(t) are 0. Fig. 2 illustrates the relationship between the

channels φs,j(t) and the excitation matrix Ψ(t) with N = 7.

In this case, the full exciting strength σmin(Ψ(t)) ≡ 0 [see the

red dotted line in Fig. 1], such that online data need to be stored

and updated by the excitation matrix Ψζ , which removes the

effect that the current exciting strength σmin(Ψ(t)) is decided

by inactive channels. It is worth noting that inactive channels

can be determined by ‖φs,j‖ < µ with a small threshold

µ ∈ R
+ instead of ‖φs,j‖ = 0 in practice, as measurement

noise may exist in the feedback of x such that it is impossible

to have ‖φs,j‖ 6= 0 even for inactive channels.

Remark 4: The previous composite learning methods only

consider the IE case and utilize the excitation matrix Ψ(te) in

(10) with the auxiliary variable q(te) in (11) to directly compute

the generalized prediction error ξ(t) in (15) [6]. However, the

excitation matrix Ψ(te) can be discontinuous at some moments

even the excitation strength σc(t) is continuous, which makes

it impossible to obtain the time derivatives θ̂(k+1) directly,

and the control law (3) may generate a discontinuous signal.

Differently in the proposed composite learning HOT (19), the

excitation matrix Ψ(te) in (10) is embedded in the stable filter

H(s) to generate the filtered excitation matrix Q(te) in (13)

and to construct the novel generalized prediction error ξ(t) in

(15). In this manner, the time derivatives θ̂(k+1) in (20) and the

control law (3) can be implemented continuously.

B. Parameter Convergence Analysis

Let ΦT
f,ζ := [φf,k1

,φf,k2
, · · · ,φf,kNζ

] ∈ R
n×Nζ be an active

sub-regressor of ΦT
f in (17) with φf,ki

being the kith channel of

ΦT
f , and θ̃ζ := [θ̃k1

, θ̃k2
, · · · , θ̃kNζ

]T ∈ R
Nζ 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, tf) with tf ∈ R
+ be the maximal time

interval for the existence of solutions of the system (1). For any

given θ ∈ Ωcθ and Γ = ΓT > 0, the composite learning law of

θ̂ in (19) guarantees the following:

1) The parameter estimation error θ̃(t) is of L∞, ∀t ≥ 0, and

ǫ(t) is of L2 ∩ L∞, ∀t ∈ [0, tf);
2) The partial parameter estimation error θ̃ζ(t) exponentially

converges to 0 if tf → ∞, partial IE in Definition 3 exists

for some constants σ, Ta ∈ R
+, and the index set I no

longer changes on t ∈ (Ta,∞);
3) The parameter estimation error θ̃(t) exponentially con-

verges to 0 if tf → ∞ and IE in Definition 2 exists for

some constants σ, Te ∈ R
+.

Proof. 1) Since one has ξ = Q(te)θ̃, ǫ = ΦT
f θ̃, and

˙̃
θ = − ˙̂

θ,

the composite learning law (19) becomes

˙̃
θ = −Γ(ΦfΦ

T
f θ̃ +Q(te)θ̃). (21)

Choose a Lyapunov function candidate

Vθ = θ̃TΓ−1θ̃. (22)

Differentiating Vθ regarding t and using (21) yields

V̇θ ≤ −2κθ̃TQ(te)θ̃ − 2θ̃TΦfΦ
T
f θ̃.

Because Q(te) is positive semidefinite, i.e., Q(te) ≥ 0, one has

θ̃TQ(te)θ̃ ≥ 0 such that

V̇θ ≤ −2θ̃TΦfΦ
T
f θ̃, ∀t ∈ [0, tf). (23)

Noting Vθ(t) ≥ 0 and V̇θ(t) ≤ 0 from (23), one obtains 0 ≤
Vθ(t) ≤ Vθ(0), ∀t ≥ 0. Integrating each side of (23) over [0, t]
and using ǫ = ΦT

f θ̃, one obtains
∫ t

0

ǫ2(τ)dτ ≤ (Vθ(0)− Vθ(t))/2.

Noting Vθ(t) ∈ L∞ and 0 ≤ Vθ(t) ≤ Vθ(0), the above result

implies ǫ ∈ L2, ∀t ∈ [0, tf). Using Vθ(t) ≤ Vθ(0) yields

θ̃T (t)Γ−1θ̃(t) ≤ θ̃T (0)Γ−1θ̃(0).

After some algebraic operations, the above result leads to

‖θ̃(t)‖ ≤
√

λmax(Γ)/λmin(Γ)‖θ̃(0)‖
implying θ̃(t) ∈ L∞. Since the solutions of (1) only exist on

t ∈ [0, tf), one obtains x(t) and θ̂(k)(t) ∈ L∞ with k = 1 to

n− 1, ∀t ∈ [0, tf), implying Φf ∈ L∞, ∀t ∈ [0, tf). It follows

from ǫ = ΦT
f θ̃ that ǫ ∈ L∞, ∀t ∈ [0, tf). In summary, one has

θ̃(t) ∈ L∞, ∀t ≥ 0 and ǫ(t) ∈ L2 ∩ L∞, ∀t ∈ [0, tf).
2) Consider the parameter convergence problem under partial

IE and tf → ∞. The composite learning law (19) with respect

to active channels is given by

˙̃
θζ = −Γζ

(

Φf,ζΦ
T
f,ζθ̃ζ + κQζ(te)θ̃ζ

)

, t ≥ Ta (24)

with Qζ(te) := H(s)[Ψζ(te)], in which Γζ ∈ R
Nζ×Nζ is a

positive-definite diagonal matrix of learning rates with respect

to active channels. Let a Lyapunov function candidate be

Vθ,ζ = θ̃Tζ Γ
−1
ζ θ̃ζ . (25)

Differentiating Vθ,ζ with respect to t and applying (24) to the

resulting expression, one obtains

V̇θ,ζ ≤− 2θ̃Tζ Φf,ζΦ
T
f,ζθ̃ζ − 2κθ̃Tζ Qζ(te)θ̃ζ

≤− 2κθ̃Tζ Qζ(te)θ̃ζ .

As partial IE exists for the constant σ, one obtains Ψζ(te) ≥
σc(Ta)I ≥ σI from (14). Since H(s) is stable with unity gain,

there exists a constant σ∗ ∈ R
+ with σ∗ ≤ σ such that

Qζ(te) = H(s)[Ψζ(te)] ≥ σ∗I.
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It follows from the above two results that

V̇θ,ζ ≤ −2κσ∗θ̃Tζ θ̃ζ ≤ −2κσ∗λmin(Γζ)θ̃
T
ζ Γ

−1
ζ θ̃ζ .

Thus, one immediately obtains

V̇θ,ζ(t) ≤ −kζVθ,ζ(t), t ≥ Ta

with kζ := 2κσ∗λmin(Γζ) ∈ R
+. Applying [28, Lemma A.3.2]

to solve the above inequality, one obtains

Vθ,ζ(t) ≤ Vθ,ζ(Ta)e
−kζ(t−Ta).

Combining (25) with the above result yields

‖θ̃ζ(t)‖2 ≤λmax(Γζ)θ̃
T
ζ (t)Γ

−1
ζ θ̃ζ(t) = λmax(Γζ)Vθ,ζ(t)

≤λmax(Γζ)Vθ,ζ(Ta)e
−kζ(t−Ta), ∀t ≥ Ta

which implies that the partial estimation error θ̃ζ(t) exponen-

tially converges to 0 on t ∈ [Ta,∞).
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 Vθ in (22) and the IE

condition Ψ(Te) ≥ σI , one obtains

‖θ̃(t)‖2 ≤λmax(Γ)θ̃
TΓ−1θ̃ = λmax(Γ)Vθ(t)

≤λmax(Γ)Vθ(Te)e
−kθ(t−Te), ∀t ≥ Te

where kθ := 2κσ∗λmin(Γ), and σ∗ ∈ R
+ with σ∗ ≤ σ satisfies

Q(te) = H(s)[Ψ(te)] ≥ H(s)[Ψ(Te)] ≥ σ∗I (26)

which implies that the parameter estimation error θ̃(t) exponen-

tially converge to 0 on t ∈ [Te,∞).

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 [29, Lemma 4].

Lemma 1 [30] (Local existence of solutions): Consider the

system (1) under Assumptions 1-2 with the control law (3). For

any given x(0) ∈ Ωc0 ⊂ R
n with c0 ∈ R

+, there exist cx > c0
and Ta ∈ R

+, such that x(t) ∈ Ωcx ⊂ R
n, ∀t ∈ [0, tf).

Lemma 2 [29] (Convergence of stable filters): Consider H(s)
in (12) on t ∈ [0, tf) and Φf in (16). For any given small δ ∈
R

+, there exists a sufficiently large α ∈ R
+ and αi > α with

i = 1 to n− 1, so that ‖Φ− Φf‖ ≤ δ, ∀t ∈ [0, tf).
The following theorem is established to show the stability of

the closed-loop system (4) with (19).

Theorem 2: For the system (1) under Assumptions 1-2 driven

by the CLBC law (3) and (19) with x(0) ∈ Ωc0 and θ̂(0) ∈ Ωcθ .

There exist suitably large control parameters kc1 to kcn in (5)

and filtered parameters α1 to αn−1 in (12), such that the closed-

loop system (4) with (19) is stable in the sense that:

1) All closed-loop signals are of L∞, ∀t ≥ 0;

2) The tracking error e(t) and the partial parameter estima-

tion error θ̃ζ(t) exponentially converge to 0 if partial IE in

Definition 3 exists for some constants Ta, σ ∈ R
+ and the

index set I no longer changes on t ∈ (Ta,∞);
3) The tracking error e(t) and the parameter estimation error

θ̃(t) exponentially converge to 0 if IE in Definition 2 exists

for some constants Te, σ ∈ R
+.

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

Proof. 1) Choose a Lyapunov function candidate

V (e, θ̃) = (eTe+ θ̃TΓ−1θ̃)/2. (27)

Differentiating V with respect to t yields

V̇ = (ėTe+ eT ė)/2 + θ̃TΓ−1 ˙̃θ.

Applying (4) and (19) to the above formula, one obtains

V̇ =eT (−Ke+ΦT θ̃)− θ̃TΦfΦ
T
f θ̃ − κθ̃TQ(te)θ̃ (28)

with K := diag(kc1, kc2, · · · , kcn), which can be rewritten into

V̇ =− eT (K − I/4)e− κθ̃TQ(te)θ̃ + eT (Φ− Φf)θ̃

− eT e/4− θ̃TΦfΦ
T
f θ̃ + eTΦT

f θ̃

where the second line of the above formula satisfies

− eT e/4− θ̃TΦfΦ
T
f θ̃ + eTΦT

f θ̃

≤ −‖e/2− ΦT
f θ̃‖2 ≤ 0.

Then, it is straightforward to get

V̇ ≤ −eT (K − I/4)e− κθ̃TQ(te)θ̃ + eT (Φ− Φf)θ̃. (29)

It follows from Lemma 2 to obtain ‖Φ− Φf‖ ≤ δ, ∀t ∈ [0, tf),
in which tf ∈ R

+ is the moment that x(t) leaves Ωcx for the

first time. According to Theorem 1, one gets θ̃(t) ∈ L∞, ∀t ∈
[0,∞), such that there exists a constant cθ ∈ R

+ that satisfies

‖θ̃(t)‖ ≤ cθ, ∀t ∈ [0,∞). Applying these results to the above

inequality and letting kci > 1/4, one has

V̇ ≤− kc‖e‖2 + δcθ‖e‖
with kc := min1≤i≤n{kci} − 1/4 ∈ R

+. Applying Young’s in-

equality ab ≤ a2/2+b2/2 with a =
√
kc‖e‖ and b = δcθ/

√
kc

to the above inequality, one obtains

V̇ ≤ −kc‖e‖2/2 + (δcθ)
2/(2kc) (30)

which is valid on x ∈ Ωcx for t ∈ [0, tf). It is observed

from (29) and (30) that the filtered prediction error ǫ in (18)

counteracts the modeling error term ΦT θ̃, which leads to (30).

Thus, e(t) converges to a steady-state bound subject to δ on

t ∈ [0, tf).
To demonstrate that e(t) does not leave the steady-state

bound on t ∈ [0,∞), we refer to the proof of [29, Th. 3].

As shown in Fig. 3, let ‖e(t)‖ > ε for t ∈ (tsj , tfj) and
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‖e(t)‖ ≤ ε for t ∈ [tfj , tsj+1
] with j = 1, 2, · · · , Ne, where Ne

is the number of times for ‖e(t)‖ ≤ ε (Ne can be infinity), and

ε ∈ R
+ is a small constant. Without loss of generality, assume

‖e(0)‖ > ε with ts1 = 0. Thus, if the choice of αi in (12) and

kci in (5) satisfies ε > δcθ/kc, it follows from (30) that

V̇ ≤ −ρ, ∀t ∈ (tsj , tfj ) (31)

with ρ := kcε
2/2 − (δcθ)

2/(2kc) ∈ R
+, which implies that

V (t) is monotonically decreasing for ‖e(t)‖ > ε. In addition,

‖e(tfj )‖ = ‖e(tsj+1
)‖ = ε can be obtained directly, and θ̃ is

monotonically decreasing from Theorem 1. Then, one gets

V (t) ≤ V (tfj ), ∀t ∈ [tfj , tsj+1
]. (32)

Combining (31) and (32), one gets V (t) ≤ V (0), ∀t ∈ [0, tf).

Let Ωcx ⊃ {x|V (t) ≤ V (0), θ, θ̂ ∈ Ωcθ , yr, ẏr, · · · , y(n−1)
r ∈

Ωcr}. Thus, if ε > δcθ/kc holds, Ωcx is a positively invariant

set, which means that x(t) started from Ωc0 stays inside Ωcx

and does not leaves Ωcx , ∀t ∈ [0,∞), implying tf =∞.

Integrating (31) at (tsj , tfj ), one obtains

V (tfj ) ≤ V (tsj )− ρ(tfj − tsj ).

Therefore, it is derived that

0 ≤ V (tfNe
) ≤V (tsNe

)− ρ(tfNe
− tsNe

)

≤V (tfNe−1
)− ρ(tfNe

− tsNe
)

≤V (tfNe−2
)− ρ

Ne
∑

j=Ne−1

(tfj − tsj)

...

≤V (0)− ρ

Ne
∑

j=1

(tfj − tsj).

Then, one immediately obtains

Ne
∑

j=1

(tfj − tsj) ≤ V (0)/ρ

which implies that the total time spent on ‖e(t)‖ > ε is finite

so that e(t) is ultimately bounded by ε. As V (tfj ) with j =
1 to Ne is a positive-decreasing sequence, either the sequence

terminates at a finite Ne with tfNe
and V (tfNe

) being finite or

limj→∞ V (tfj ) = V (∞) exists and is finite [28, Th. 7.2.3].

Applying Assumptions 1-2, Theorem 1, and V in (27), one gets

e(t), θ̃(t) ∈ L∞, ∀t ≥ 0, which implies that x(t), vi(t), Φ(t) ∈
L∞, ∀t ≥ 0 with i = 1 to n in (4). Consequently, all closed-

loop signals are of L∞, ∀t ≥ 0.

2) Consider the control problem under partial IE on t ∈ [Ta,

∞). Choose a Lyapunov function candidate

Vζ =
1

2
eTe+

1

2
θ̃Tζ Γ

−1
ζ θ̃ζ .

Differentiating Vζ with respect to t yields

V̇ζ = (ėT e+ eT ė)/2 + θ̃Tζ Γ
−1
ζ

˙̃
θζ.

Applying (4) and (24) to the above formula, one obtains

V̇ζ =eT (−Ke+ΦT
ζ θ̃ζ)− θ̃Tζ Φf,ζΦ

T
f,ζθ̃ζ − κθ̃Tζ Qζ(te)θ̃ζ .

Noting the process of the derivation from (28) to (29), we omits

the similar steps to directly give

V̇ ≤ −kceTe− κθ̃Tζ Qζ(te)θ̃ζ + e
T (Φζ − Φf,ζ)θ̃ζ . (33)

As there exist the constants Ta, σ ∈ R
+ to satisfy the partial IE

condition, one obtains Ψζ(te) ≥ σc(Ta)I ≥ σI from (14). As

H(s) is a stable filter with unity gain, there exists a constant σ∗

∈ R
+ with σ∗ ≤ σ such that

Qζ(te) = H(s)[Ψζ(te)] ≥ σ∗I.

It follows from the above result and (33) that

V̇ζ ≤ −kceT e− κσ∗θ̃Tζ θ̃ζ + e
T (Φζ − Φf,ζ)

T θ̃ζ .

Noting Lemma 3 and Φ, Φf ∈ L∞, one knows ‖Φ − Φf‖ ≤ δ,

∀t ≥ 0. As Φ− Φf = Φζ −Φf,ζ due to the 0 norms of inactive

channels, one obtains

V̇ζ ≤− kce
T e− κσ∗θ̃Tζ θ̃ζ + δ‖e‖‖θ̃ζ‖.

Applying Young’s inequality ab ≤ a2/2+ b2/2 with a = δ‖e‖
/
√
κσ∗ and b =

√
κσ∗‖θ̃ζ‖ to the above inequality yields

V̇ζ ≤− (kc − δ2/(2κσ∗))eT e− κσ∗θ̃Tζ θ̃ζ/2.

Choosing kc > δ2/(2κσ∗), one obtains

V̇ζ ≤− (2kc − δ2/(κσ∗))eT e/2− κσ∗λmin(Γζ)θ̃
T
ζ Γ

−1
ζ θ̃ζ/2

≤− kpVζ , t ≥ Ta

with kp := min{2kc − δ2/(κσ∗), κσ∗λmin(Γζ)} ∈ R
+, which

indicates that the tracking error e(t) and the parameter estima-

tion error θ̃ζ(t) exponentially converge to 0 on t ∈ [Ta,∞).
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 Ψ(Te) ≥ σI , one obtains

V̇ ≤− (2kc − δ2/(κσ∗))eT e/2− κσ∗λmin(Γ)θ̃
TΓ−1θ̃/2

≤− keV, t ≥ Te

with ke := min{2kc−δ2/(κσ∗), κσ∗λmin(Γ)} ∈ R
+ and kc >

δ2/(2κσ∗), where δ ∈ R
+ satisfies ‖Φ − Φf‖ ≤ δ, ∀t ≥ 0,

and σ∗ ∈ R
+ with σ∗ ≤ σ satisfies (26), which implies that

the tracking error e(t) and the parameter estimation error θ̃(t)
exponentially converge to 0 on t ∈ [Te,∞).

Remark 6: In existing modular backstepping control meth-

ods, the nonlinear damping terms kdi‖ψi‖2 (i = 1 to n) can

ensure the boundedness of the system (1) in the absence of

adaptation. In the proposed CLBC in (3) with (19), the no

updating of some elements of the parameter estimate θ̂ in (19)

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 kdi‖ψi‖2 can be established

under Algorithm 1. It is worth noting in Theorem 2 that if the

condition “the index set I no longer changes on t ∈ (Ta,∞)” is

not satisfied, the exponential stability of the closed-loop system

can still be established. Actually, the endless changes of some

indexes ki imply the establishment of the partial PE condition.
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Remark 7: The proposed CLBC in (3) with (19) 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 (12) are introduced to generate the

high-order time derivatives θ̂(k+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 ǫ in (18) to counteract the transient process caused

by the modeling error term ΦT θ̃ in (4) such that the bound-

edness stability of the closed-loop system is established

without the nonlinear damping terms kdi‖ψi‖2 (i = 1 to

n), whereas the MRE-HOT resorts to kdi‖ψi‖2 to counter-

act ΦT θ̃ 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 (9), applies H(s) to (9) to construct

the novel generalized prediction error ξ in (15), and com-

bines the two prediction errors ξ and ǫ for the composite

learning HOT (19), 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 σc 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 σc, 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]–[35]. It follows from

Theorem 2 that the exponential stability of the closed-loop

system (4) with (19) 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 θ̃ 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

(3) with (19) follows the following rules:

1) The choice of the control gains kci (i = 1 to n) in (5) are

subject to control saturation and measurement noise;

2) The filtering constants αi (i = 1 to n − 1) in (12) are

chosen to be suitably large such that the filtered regressor

Φf can approach the regressor Φ while filtering out high-

frequency unmodelled dynamics as much as possible;

3) Increasing the learning parameters κ and Γ in (19) can

speed up the learning process at the cost of increasing the

required sampling frequency and noise sensibility;

4) Increasing the integral duration τd in (10) 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 (3)

with (19) under various excitation conditions. Consider a mass-

spring-damping model as follows [37]:














ẋ1 = x2,
ẋ2 = x3 +ϕ

T
2 (x2)θ,

ẋ3 = u,
y = x1

where x1 ∈ R denotes a mass position, u ∈ R is a control input,

and θ ∈ R
3 is a unknown parameter vector. Noting (1), one has

ϕ2(x2) = [−x2,−x1,−x3
2]

T and ϕ1(x1) = ϕ3(x) = 0.

Choose the control parameters kci = 1 with i = 1, 2, 3, Γ
= 3I , κ = 1, τd = 3, θ̂(0) = 0, and σ = 10−4, and the

stable filter H(s) = 25/(s2 + 10s + 25) in (12). Gaussian

white noise with 0 mean and 0.001 standard derivation is added

to the measurement of the states xi. The MRE-HOT in [24]

and the composite learning dynamic surface control (CL-DSC)

in [10] are selected as baseline controllers, where we set the

damping parameters kdi = 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 yr = 1.5 sin(0.5t), the desired

parameter θ = [0.1, 0.5, 1.5]T , and the initial state x(0) =
[0.6, 0, 0]T . Performance comparisons of the three controllers

are depicted in Figs. 4 and 5. It is observed that the estimation

error θ̃ 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. 4(a)], θ̃ by the MRE-HOT converges to 0 after

running 30 s [see Fig. 4(b)] as PE is fulfilled in this case, and

θ̃ by the proposed CLBC exhibits the rapid convergence to 0

[see Fig. 4(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. 5(a)]

because the exciting strength σc of the CLBC is monotonic

non-decreasing and keeps a high level throughout [see Fig.

5(c)]. 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 θ̃

converge to 0 [see Fig. 5(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. 5(a)].

Case 2: Regulation with partial IE or IE. Consider a regu-

lation problem under the partial IE or IE condition with the

desired parameter θ = [0.4, 0.5, 0.1]T and the initial state

x(0) = 0, where the reference trajectories yr, ẏr, ÿr, and
...
y r are

generated by a reference model yr(t) =
a0

a(s) [r(t)] with a0 = 16,

a(s) = s4 + 8s3 + 24s2 + 32s+ 16, and

r(t) =







−0.3, t < 60
−1.5, 60 ≤ t < 100
0, t ≥ 100

such that partial IE exists in t ∈ [0, 60) s, and IE exists

in t ∈ [60, 120] s. Performance comparisons of the three
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Fig. 4. Estimation accuracy comparisons of three controllers for the tracking
problem under the PE condition.
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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 σc.

controllers are depicted in Figs. 6 and 7. It is observed that

the CL-DSC exhibits the rapid convergence of the estimation

error θ̃ at t ∈ [60, 120] s due to the establishment of IE but

still has a steady-state error [see Fig. 6(a)], the MRE-HOT

does show the convergence of θ̃ 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 θ̃1 and θ̃2 to 0 at t ∈ [0, 60)
s and then all elements θ̃i (i = 1 to 3) to 0 after t = 60 s

[see Fig. 6(c)], which is consistent with the theoretical result in

0 20 40 60 80 100 120
-0.2

0

0.2

0.4
(a)

CL-DSC

0 20 40 60 80 100 120
-0.2

0

0.2

0.4
(b)

MRE-HOT

0 20 40 60 80 100 120
Time (s)

-0.2

0

0.2

0.4
(c)

CLBC

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. (c) The exciting strengths σc.

Theorem 1. Regarding the tracking performance, the proposed

CLBC owns the highest tracking accuracy after θ̃ converges

to 0 [see Fig. 7(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. 7(b)]. It is worth noting that the

exciting strengths σc by the CL-DSC and MRE-HOT are 0 at

t ∈ [0, 60) s due to the inactive channel φ3 [see Fig. 7(c)],

but their different control designs lead in obviously different
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Fig. 8. Estimation accuracy comparisons of three controllers for slowly time-
varying parameter learning under the PE condition.
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Fig. 9. Various performance comparisons of three controllers for the slowly
time-varying parameter learning under the PE condition. (a) The absolute
tracking errors |e1|. (b) The control inputs u. (c) The exciting strengths σc.

tracking results as shown above.

Case 3: Slowly time-varying parameter learning. Let the

reference trajectory yr = sin(0.5t) such that PE exists and the

desired parameter θ(t) = [0.1, 0.5, 1.5]T (1 + 0.2 sin(π/100t))
so that it is slowly time-varying. We use the exciting informa-

tion corresponding to the current exciting strength σmin(Ψ(t))
instead of the maximal exciting strength σc defined in Algo-

rithm 1 in this case. Performance comparisons of the three

controllers are exhibited in Figs. 8 and 9. In this case, the param-

eter estimates θ̂ by all controllers can follow the desired time-

varying parameter θ(t) [see Fig. 8] due to the establishment of

PE, but the proposed CLBC achieves the best performance of

parameter estimation [see Fig. 8(c)] as its exciting strength σc

is greatest [see Fig. 9(c)]. Besides, the proposed CLBC also

shows the best tracking performance [see Fig. 9(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 (3) with (19) can still

be guaranteed without the nonlinear damping terms kdi‖ψi‖2
(i = 1 to n). Consider a second-order system [8]







ẋ1 = x2 + ϕ1(x1)θ,
ẋ2 = u,
y = x1

with u ∈ R, ϕ1(x1) = x2
1, θ = 2, and x(0) = [0.6, 0]T .

Note that for existing modular backstepping control methods,

if the damping coefficients kdi are close to 0, the transient

performance of the above system can be deteriorated by the

modeling error term ΦT θ̃ regardless of the convergence of

the estimation error θ̃ [8]. The reference trajectories yr, ẏr,
and ÿr are generated by yr(t) = a0

a(s) [r(t)] with a0 = 1,

a(s) = s3+3s2+3s+1, and r(t) = sin(2t). Choose the control

parameters kc1 = kc2 = 1, Γ = 1, κ = 1, τd = 1, θ̂(0) = 0,

and σ = 10−4, and the stable filter H(s) = 25/(s + 25). The

HOT adaptive backstepping control (HOT-ABC) in [23] and the

MRE-HOT in [24] 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.

10, where both the damping parameters kd1 and kd2 increase

from 0.01 to 0.19 with a step size of 0.03, and the arrows

indicate the increasing direction kd1 and kd2 . It is observed

that the transient results of the HOT-ABC and MRE-HOT are

deteriorated by decreasing kd1 and kd2 [see green and red

dash lines in Fig. 10(a)]. For the MRE-HOT, increasing kd1
and kd2 reduces the initial oscillations of the tracking error

|e1| [see green dash lines in Fig. 10(a)] but also slows down

parameter convergence [see green dash lines in Fig. 10(b)]. The

proposed CLBC provides the convergence of |e1| to 0 with the

smallest initial oscillations [see Fig. 10(a)] and achieves the

fastest parameter convergence [see Fig. 10(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 ǫ in (18) without re-

sorting to nonlinear damping terms; 3) The combination of two

prediction errors ξ in (15) and ǫ in (18) 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 kd1 and kd2 . (a) The absolute

tracking errors |e1|. (b) The absolute estimation errors |θ̃|. Note that the arrows
indicate the increasing direction kd1 and kd2 .

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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Adaptive Control Design. New York, NY: Wiley, 1995.
[9] G. Tao and L. Wen, “Higher-order tracking properties of adaptive back-

stepping control systems,” Automatica, vol. 153, Art. No. 111019, Jul.
2023.

[10] Y. Pan, T. Sun, and H. Yu, “Composite adaptive dynamic surface control
using online recorded data,” Int. J. Robust Nonlinear Control, vol. 26,
no. 18, pp. 3921–3936, Dec. 2016.

[11] D. Wang, “Neural network-based adaptive dynamic surface control of
uncertain nonlinear pure-feedback systems,” Int. J. Robust Nonlinear

Control, vol. 21, no. 5, pp. 527–541, Mar. 2011.
[12] Z. Zhang, G. Duan, and M. Hou, “An improved adaptive dynamic surface

control approach for uncertain nonlinear systems,” Int. J. Adapt. Control

Signal Process., vol. 32, no. 5, pp. 713–728, May 2018.
[13] S. Ling, H. Wang, and P. X. Liu, “Adaptive tracking control of high-order

nonlinear systems under asymmetric output constraint,” Automatica, vol.
122, Art. No. 109281, Dec. 2020.

[14] K. Zhao, Y. Song, and Z. Zhang, “Tracking control of MIMO nonlinear
systems under full state constraints: A single-parameter adaptation ap-
proach free from feasibility conditions,” Automatica, vol. 107, pp. 52–60,
Sep. 2019.

[15] C. Bechlioulis and G. Rovithakis, “Reinforcing robustness of adaptive
dynamic surface control,” Int. J. Adapt. Control Signal Process., vol. 27,
no. 4, pp. 323–339, Apr. 2013.

[16] J. A. Farrell, M. Polycarpou, M. Sharma, and W. Dong, “Command
filtered backstepping,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 54, no. 6, pp.
1391–1395, Jun. 2009.

[17] J. Farrell, M. Sharma, and M. Polycarpou, “Backstepping-based flight
control with adaptive function approximation,” J. Guid., Control, Dyn.,
vol. 28, no. 6, pp. 1089–1102, Nov.-Dec. 2005.

[18] Y. Pan, Y. Liu, and H. Yu, “Online data-driven composite adaptive back-
stepping control with exact differentiators,” Int. J. Adapt. Control Signal

Process., vol. 30, no. 5, pp. 779–789, May 2016.
[19] J. Hu and H. Zhang, “Immersion and invariance based command-filtered

adaptive backstepping control of VTOL vehicles,” Automatica, vol. 49,
no. 7, pp. 2160–2167, Jul. 2013.

[20] Y. Pan, T. Sun, and H. Yu, “Composite learning from adaptive dynamic
surface control,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 61, no. 9, pp. 2603–
2609, Sep. 2016.

[21] W. Wang and C. Wen, “Adaptive compensation for infinite number of
actuator failures or faults,” Automatica, vol. 47, no. 10, pp. 2197–2210,
Oct. 2011.

[22] A. S. Morse, “High-order parameter tuners for the adaptive control of
linear and nonlinear systems,” in Systems, Models and Feedback: Theory

and Applications, A. Isidori and T.-J. Tarn, Eds., vol. 12. Boston, MA:
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