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Abstract

The design of direct data-based controllers has become a fundamental part of control theory research in the last few years. In
this paper, we consider three classes of data-based state feedback control problems for linear systems. These control problems
are such that, besides stabilization, some additional performance requirements must be satisfied. First, we formulate and solve
a trajectory-reference control problem, on which desired closed-loop trajectories are known and a controller that allows the
system to closely follow those trajectories is computed. Then, in the area of data-based optimal control, we solve two different
problems: the inverse problem of optimal control, and the solution of the LQR problem for continuous-time systems. Finally,
we consider the case in which the precise position of the desired poles of the closed-loop system is known, and introduce a
data-based variant of a robust pole-placement procedure. Although we focus on continuous-time systems, all of the presented
methods can also be easily formulated for the discrete-time case. The applicability of the proposed methods is tested using
numerical simulations.
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1 Introduction

Designing stabilizing controllers directly from measured
data, without resorting to an explicit model identifi-
cation procedure, has been the focus of plenty of the
research in control theory in recent years. In the case
of discrete-time (DT) systems, the result known as
Willems’ fundamental lemma [33] has been the basis of
much of the recent progress in this field. For an overview
of many of these developments, the reader is referred
to the survey in [23] and the references therein. Partly
inspired by these results in discrete-time, some recent
works have addressed the control design for continuous-
time (CT) systems, as in [2,4,24,14,27]. The main goal
of many of these works is to determine stabilizing con-
trollers, without concerns about other closed-loop sys-
tem characteristics. However, some results have been
obtained for data-based control with performance spec-
ifications. In the following, we describe three classes
of such controllers in the literature. These classes are
optimal control, pole placement, and model-reference
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control. We focus the discussion on works that aim to
determine a state feedback gain, and omit other classes
of data-based controllers with performance guarantees
as, for example, predictive control [11,1].

In [12], the first data-based methods for computing state
feedback gains based on Willems’ lemma were proposed.
These methods rely on solving a set of linear matrix
inequalities (LMIs). Besides obtaining stabilizing con-
trollers, the authors also show how to obtain optimal
controllers by solving the discrete-time linear quadratic
regulator (LQR) problem using only persistently excited
data. Other data-based solutions of the discrete-time
LQR problem using LMIs have been studied in [30,13].
Besides LQR, the data-based H2 optimization problem
has been studied for discrete-time [31] and continuous-
time [27] systems. Different from the use of LMIs, meth-
ods based on reinforcement learning have also been used
to determine optimal controllers without knowledge of
the system model. In particular, reinforcement learning
algorithms have been used to solve the LQR and theH∞
problems for discrete-time [7,19,18] and continuous-time
systems [17,21,25].

Pole placement is a different control design method for
linear systems that allows to specify a desired closed-
loop performance. Already in [30], a particular case of
data-based pole placement was described during the de-
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sign of a deadbeat controller. A more general data-based
pole placement algorithm was presented in [3]. Although
model-based pole placement methods with robustness
properties against model uncertainties are known (see,
e.g., [29,32]), they were not exploited in the data-based
context [3]. A data-based method to locate the poles of
the system with robustness against noisy data was stud-
ied in [5]. However, [5] does not study the problem of
exact pole placement. Instead, the authors consider the
related problemwhere the precise positions of the closed-
loop poles are not specified, but instead LMIs are used
to define desired regions of the complex space for such
poles. A model-free method for exact pole placement
with robustness properties has not yet been reported.

In model-reference control problems, the objective is to
determine a feedback controller such that the closed-loop
system emulates as closely as possible the behavior of a
desired reference model. An example of a direct data-
based model-reference method is virtual reference feed-
back tuning [10]. A disadvantage of this method is that
the designer requires to select a suitable set of transfer
functions in order to obtain an appropriate controller.
Recently, a different approach was followed in [8], where
LMIs are leveraged to solve the discrete-time model-
reference control problem in state space.

In this paper, we formulate and solve three different
classes of data-based control problems for CT systems
with performance specifications. For the first problem,
we introduce a trajectory-reference controller. Here it is
assumed that, instead of a reference model, only data
about desired closed-loop state trajectories are avail-
able. This is the case, for example, when state data
from an expert system is available (e.g., a human driv-
ing a vehicle [16]), and a controller must be designed
for an autonomous system to imitate such behavior. Al-
though the trajectory-reference problem is related to the
model-reference problem, the former can be solved di-
rectly when only data about the desired trajectories are
known. The second class of considered controllers is op-
timal control, where two different problems are solved.
On the one hand, we solve the data-based inverse prob-
lem of optimal control [6, Section 10.6]. In this case, a
known feedback matrix is given and the objective is to
determine a quadratic cost function that is close to be-
ing minimized by such feedback gain. On the other hand,
the continuous-time LQR problem is solved in a data-
based fashion. Finally, for the third class of controllers,
we present a robust exact pole placement algorithm that
corresponds to a data-based version of the method de-
scribed in [29].

The proposed solutions to these problems are based on
the use of the data-based system representation of CT
systems presented in [20], where a continuous-time ver-
sion of Willem’s lemma was introduced. This result is
used to design stabilizing and optimal controllers in the
same spirit as it was done using the original DTWillems’

lemma.

The contributions of this paper are the following. First,
we present a set of data-based conditions for stability of
CT systems and establish the connection between these
conditions and the data-based system representation in
[20]. We also show that the obtained conditions recover
various known stability results in the literature. Then,
using the developed control framework, we formulate
and solve the continuous-time data-based control prob-
lems described above. To the best of our knowledge,
the data-based formulations of the trajectory-reference
problem and the inverse problem of optimal control are
novel in the data-based control literature. The solution
of the data-based LQR problem has been presented for
DT systems, but not for the CT case. The proposed ro-
bust pole placement algorithm is a solution to the exact
pole placement problem (unlike [5]) that provides ro-
bustness properties against noisy measurements (unlike
[3]).

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Sec-
tion 2 presents useful definitions to be used throughout
the paper. In Section 3, conditions for stabilization of
continuous-time systems are obtained and compared to
those in the existing literature. The trajectory-reference
control problem is described and solved in Section 4.
Data-based optimal control for CT systems is studied in
Section 5. Section 6 presents the solution to the data-
based robust pole placement problem. Section 7 presents
numerical examples of the proposed controllers, and Sec-
tion 8 concludes the paper.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we define the notation and introduce the
concepts that will be used in the remainder of the paper.

2.1 Notation

The notation P ≻ 0 denotes that P is a symmetric, pos-
itive definite matrix. The Frobenius norm of a matrix
M is written as ∥M∥F . For any matrix M , the notation
M(a:b), for a, b > 0, denotes the submatrix composed
with the rows a to b of M . The notation diag{Mi}qi=1
represents a block-diagonal matrix with the block el-
ements Mi, i = 1, . . . , q, on the diagonal. Similarly,
M = row{Mi}qi=1 denotes the block-row matrix defined
by the horizontal concatenation of the submatrices Mi,
i.e., M := [M1 · · ·Mq].

The following definition will be of particular use in Sec-
tion 6. Consider a matrixM = row{Mi}qi=1 defined such
that, if the block element Mi is complex, then its com-
plex conjugate M∗

i is also a block element of M . The
matrix Re(M) is then defined as a matrix with the same
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dimensions as M , but with each pair of complex con-
jugate blocks Mi and M∗

i replaced by the real matrices
(1/2)(Mi +M∗

i ) and (1/2j)(Mi −M∗
i ), respectively.

2.2 Persistence of excitation for continuous-time sys-
tems

The developments of this paper focus on continuous-time
linear time-invariant (LTI) systems of the form

ẋ(t) = Ax(t) +Bu(t), (1)

where x ∈ Rn and u ∈ Rm are the state and input vectors
of the system, respectively. The pair (A,B) is assumed
to be unknown but controllable throughout the paper.

The nominal system (1) is used to obtain the exact data-
based system representation introduced in [20], and to
analyze the conditions for stability of CT systems. How-
ever, for control purposes it is useful to consider the dis-
turbed system

ẋ(t) = Ax(t) +Bu(t) + w(t), (2)

where w ∈ Rn is the disturbance term.

Following the procedure described in [20], we consider
continuous-time data measured from (1) and use it to
define time-varying matrices that will be used in the
next subsection to span system trajectories. Consider
the integer N ∈ N and a positive scalar T ∈ R+. Let ξ :
[0, NT ] → Rσ, with [0, NT ] ⊂ R, denote a continuous-
time signal of length NT . Using the trajectory ξ, the
following time-varying matrix is defined

HT (ξ(t)) :=
[
ξ(t) ξ(t+ T ) · · · ξ(t+ (N − 1)T )

]
(3)

for 0 ≤ t ≤ T . At each time instant t,HT (ξ(t)) resembles
a Hankel matrix of depth 1 for a signal sampled every T
time units. Notice that HT (ξ(t)) is only defined on the
interval 0 ≤ t ≤ T , since the available signal ξ(t) has
finite length.

For given values of N ∈ N and T ∈ R+, let the input
signal u : [0, NT ] → Rm be applied to system (1), and
let the resulting state signal x : [0, NT ] → Rn be mea-
sured. Moreover, throughout this paper we assume that
the state derivative information ẋ : [0, NT ] → Rn is also
available. This is a common assumption in the literature
for data-based analysis and control of continuous-time
systems [2,4,24,14]. This derivative information can be
either measured or estimated using the available state
data. As it is suggested in [26, Appendix A] and [21], also
in the present work the need for derivative information
can be replaced by a data integration procedure. For sim-
plicity, throughout the paper we assume the availability
of the signal ẋ.

The data sets available from system (1) are, thus, ar-
ranged in the time-varying matricesHT (u(t)),HT (x(t))
and HT (ẋ(t)), defined as in (3). Notice that, from (1)
and (3), it holds that

HT (ẋ(t)) = AHT (x(t)) +BHT (u(t)). (4)

As in the discrete-time case, the design of stabilizing
controllers using these matrices is only possible if the
data are informative enough. A sufficient condition for
the data to be highly informative is known to be per-
sistence of excitation [33]. In [20], a definition of persis-
tence of excitation for continuous-time systems that will
be useful for our subsequent operations was proposed.

Definition 1 ([20]) The data u : [0, NT ] → Rm, x :
[0, NT ] → Rn, N ∈ N, T ∈ R+, measured from system
(1) is said to be persistently excited of order n+ 1 if

rank

([
HT (u(t))

HT (x(t))

])
= m+ n (5)

for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T .

Notice that, in [20], a more general version of Defini-
tion 1 is presented, where persistence of excitation can
be of higher order than n + 1. Here, we consider only
persistence of excitation of order n + 1 because this is
the only order of excitation used throughout the paper.
This allows us to simplify our notation.

A persistently exciting (PE) input for continuous-time
systems is an input signal that guarantees the satisfac-
tion of the condition (5) in Definition 1. The following
definition introduces a class of such input signals.

Definition 2 (Piecewise constant PE input)
Consider a time interval T > 0 such that

T ̸= 2πk

|Im(λi − λj)|
, ∀k ∈ Z, (6)

where λi and λj are any two eigenvalues of matrix A in
(1), and Im(·) is the imaginary part of a complex num-
ber. A piecewise constant persistently exciting (PCPE)
input of orderL for continuous-time systems is defined as
u(t+ iT ) = µi for all 0 ≤ t < T , i = 0, . . . , N −1, where

the sequence of constant vectors {µi}N−1
i=0 , µi ∈ Rm, is

such that

rank




µ0 µ1 · · · µN−L

µ1 µ2 · · · µN−L+1

...
...

. . .
...

µL−1 µL · · · µN−1



 = mL.
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Notice that condition (6) imposes restrictions on the
possible values of the time interval T . Although the ex-
pression (6) uses model knowledge in the form of the
eigenvalues of matrix A, it can be observed that almost
any value of T satisfies this requirement. The values of
T that do not satisfy (6) form a set of measure zero and,
therefore, an arbitrary selection of T is almost surely
useful for Definition 2.

Remark 3 If a piecewise constant input as in Defi-
nition 2 is used to excite the system, then the matrix
HT (u(t)) as in (3) is constant in t. Throughout this
paper we assume that this is the case and, therefore, we
denote this matrix simply as

HT (u) := HT (u(t)).

The following lemma shows that the data collected from
system (1) after the application of a PCPE input satisfies
the excitation condition of Definition 1.

Lemma 4 ([20]) Consider system (1), let the pair
(A,B) be controllable, and let u be a PCPE input of
order n + 1 as defined in Definition 2. Then, (5) holds
for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T .

The following subsection summarizes the result for data-
based system representation of continuous-time systems
that leverages the property (5) of persistently excited
data.

2.3 A continuous-time version of Willems’ lemma

Willem’s fundamental lemma allows to represent every
possible input-output trajectory of a discrete-time LTI
system using the measurements of a single PE trajec-
tory [33]. In [20], a continuous-time version of Willems’
lemma was introduced. Lemma 5 and Theorem 6 below
describe this result as it will be used in the remainder of
this paper.

Lemma 5 ([20]) Consider a system (1) such that the
pair (A,B) is controllable. Let u : [0, NT ] → Rm, T > 0,
N ∈ N, be a PCPE input of order n + 1, and let x :
[0, NT ] → Rn, be the corresponding state of (1). More-
over, consider an arbitrary continuously differentiable
signal ū : [0, T ] → Rm and let x̄(0) ∈ Rn be an arbitrary
vector. Then, there exists a solution α(t) of the differen-
tial equation with initial condition constraint[

HT (u)

HT (x(t))

]
α̇(t) =

[
˙̄u(t)

0

]
, (7)

[
HT (u)

HT (x(0))

]
α(0) =

[
ū(0)

x̄(0)

]
, (8)

for 0 ≤ t ≤ T .

Theorem 6 ([20]) Let the conditions in Lemma 5 hold,
where u : [0, NT ] → Rm is a PCPE input of order n+1,
and x : [0, NT ] → Rn and y : [0, NT ] → Rp are the cor-
responding state and output of system (1), respectively.
Then, any signals ū : [0, T ] → Rm, ȳ : [0, T ] → Rp, where
ū is continuously differentiable, are an input-output tra-
jectory of (1) corresponding to some initial condition x̄(0)
if and only if there exists a continuously differentiable
vector α(t) such that the equations (7), (8) and[

HT (u)

HT (y(t))

]
α(t) =

[
ū(t)

ȳ(t)

]
(9)

hold for 0 ≤ t ≤ T .

Theorem 1 states that any input/output trajectory ū,
ȳ of system (1) can be represented via (9) using one
persistently excited data trajectory u, y collected from
the system.

Here, we have presented Lemma 5 and Theorem 6 for
the particular case in which a piecewise constant PE in-
put u is applied to the system. Notice that the results
presented in [20] allow for the application of more gen-
eral PE inputs, as long as the conditions in Definition 1
are satisfied. On the other hand, note that the input tra-
jectory ū that can be represented via (9) can be an arbi-
trary continuously differentiable signal and need not be
piecewise constant.

In this paper, we are concerned with the design of state-
feedback controllers. Therefore, we will use the data-
based system representation (9) for the case of y(t) =
x(t). That is,[

HT (u)

HT (x(t))

]
α(t) =

[
ū(t)

x̄(t)

]
. (10)

In the following section, the results in Lemma 5 and The-
orem 6 are used to analyze the conditions for a feedback
gain matrix K to be stabilizing for system (1).

3 Conditions for stabilizing control of continuous-
time systems

The goal of this section is to provide a framework that
allows for state feedback design using the data-based
system representation (7), (8), (10). The developments
shown here will then be exploited in Sections 4-6 to de-
velop solutions to the data-based control problems dis-
cussed in the Introduction. In the following, we first state
a theorem that, given a matrix K, provides conditions
for stability of the resulting closed-loop system. We then
show how this result recovers the known stability condi-
tions that were obtained in [12], [30] and [14].
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Theorem 7 Consider the system (1) and let the pair
(A,B) be controllable. Let u : [0, NT ] → Rm, T > 0,
N ∈ N, be a PCPE input of order n + 1, and let x :
[0, NT ] → Rn be the corresponding state of (1). Given a
matrix K ∈ Rm×n and a fixed time 1 t ∈ [0, T ], let the
matrix Γ ∈ RN×n be such that(

HT (u) +KHT (x(t))
)
Γ = 0, (11)

HT (x(t))Γ is nonsingular. (12)

The state feedback gain matrixK is stabilizing if and only
if

HT (ẋ(t))Γ
(
HT (x(t))Γ

)−1

is Hurwitz. (13)

PROOF. The proof is obtained by noticing that the
conditions in Theorem 6 hold and, therefore, we can
make use of the equations (7), (8) and (10). Consider an
arbitrary state of system (1) at some time t, denoted for
convenience as x̄1(t). Since the conditions of Theorem 6
hold, there exists a vector α1(t) ∈ RN such that

HT (x(t))α1(t) = x̄1(t).

This is true for any arbitrary vector x̄1(t) because, by
persistence of excitation, the matrix HT (x(t)) has full
row rank (compare (5)). Extending this expression to
a set of n arbitrary vectors x̄i(t), i = 1, . . . , n, we can
always determine vectors αi(t) ∈ RN such that

HT (x(t)) [α1(t) α2(t) · · · αn(t)]

= [x̄1(t) x̄2(t) · · · x̄n(t)] .

Rewriting this equation in matrix form, we get

HT (x(t))Γ(t) = X(t), (14)

where

X(t) := [x̄1(t) x̄2(t) · · · x̄n(t)] ,

Γ(t) := [α1(t) α2(t) · · · αn(t)] .

By (10), if the ith column of X(t) is seen as the state
of system (1) at time t, and the input ūi(t) is defined
as ūi(t) = HT (u)αi(t), then the state derivative ˙̄xi(t) as

in (1) corresponds to the ith column of the matrix Ẋ(t)
given by

Ẋ(t) = HT (ẋ(t))Γ(t) +HT (x(t))Γ̇(t)

= HT (ẋ(t))Γ(t), (15)

1 We use a fixed value of t in the sense that these conditions
are not time-varying. If K is stabilizing and (5) holds, then
for any value of t in the interval [0, T ] there is a Γ that
satisfies these conditions.

where the second equality holds from the fact that 2

HT (x(t))Γ̇(t) = 0 by (7). Since the time t is fixed, in
the following we omit the time argument in the variables
αi(t) =: αi and Γ(t) =: Γ.

Now, we wish to select each vector αi such that the
input ūi is given by a feedback policy ūi = −Kx̄i.
From the facts that x̄i(t) = HT (x(t))αi and ūi(t) =
HT (u)αi as in (10), this is achieved by selecting αi such
that HT (u)αi = −KHT (x(t))αi. Therefore, selecting

the matrix Γ as in (11) implies that Ẋ(t) in (15) is given
by

Ẋ(t) = (A−BK)X(t).

Substituting (14) and (15) in this equation, we obtain

HT (ẋ(t))Γ = (A−BK)HT (x(t))Γ. (16)

Condition (12) implies that we can write

A−BK = HT (ẋ(t))Γ (HT (x(t))Γ)
−1

, (17)

and K is stabilizing if and only if (13) holds.

Remark 8 Notice that (5) implies also that the matrix[
HT (u) +KHT (x(t))

HT (x(t))

]

has full row rank for any K ∈ Rm×n and, therefore, by
persistence of excitation it is always possible to determine
a matrix Γ that satisfies (11)-(12).

In the existing literature, other data-based conditions
for stability of linear systems have been described. In
the following, we show that the conditions (11)-(13) in
Theorem 7 are more general expressions that recover the
existing results. The first set of data-based conditions for
stability of CT systems were presented in [12, Remark 2].
Using our notation, these conditions are as follows 3 . The
matrix K is stabilizing if, for a fixed t ∈ [0, T ], it can be
written as

K = −HT (u)Γ(HT (x(t))Γ)
−1, (18)

where the matrix Γ ∈ RN×n satisfies the LMIs

HT (x(t))Γ ≻ 0, (19)

HT (ẋ(t))Γ + Γ⊤HT (ẋ(t))
⊤ ≺ 0. (20)

2 Notice that, due to the conditions in the theorem, Lemma 5
applies and hence a solution Γ̇(t) that satisfies (7) always
exists, regardless of the value of Γ(t) in (14).
3 Different from [12], in this paper we use the negative feed-
back standard notation where u = −Kx. This results in sign
differences in our notation.
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Note that (11) together with (12) allows to express K
as in (18). In (19), the selection of Γ is restricted to
yield HT (x(t))Γ = P for some P ≻ 0, while in (12)
we only require that HT (x(t))Γ is nonsingular, but not
necessarily positive definite. Finally, using HT (x(t))Γ =
P , (20) can be written as

HT (ẋ(t))Γ
(
HT (x(t))Γ

)−1

P

+ P
(
Γ⊤HT (x(t))

⊤
)−1

Γ⊤HT (ẋ(t))
⊤ ≺ 0 (21)

which, using Lyapunov arguments, implies (13).

Other stability conditions in the literature can also be
expressed as special cases of (11)-(13) if we constrain the
matrix Γ to yield HT (x(t))Γ = I, where I is the identity
matrix. In this case, the expressions (11)-(13) become

K = −HT (u)Γ, (22)

HT (x(t))Γ = I, (23)

HT (ẋ(t))Γ is Hurwitz, (24)

for some fixed t ∈ [0, T ]. It can be observed that these
expressions are analogous to the conditions for stability
of discrete-time systems obtained in [30, Theorem 16],
where Γ takes the role of a right inverse of HT (x(t)).

A final comparison of interest can be made with the
results in [14], where informativity for stabilization of
continuous-time systems was studied. There, the authors
consider a system affected by disturbances as in (2),
where the disturbance is assumed to satisfy the inequal-
ity

THT (w(t))HT (w(t))
⊤ ⪯ W̄ , 0 ≤ t ≤ T, (25)

for some matrix W̄ ∈ Rn×n, W̄ ≻ 0. The matrix
HT (w(t)) is defined analogous to (3). A condition for
stabilization of (2) was then presented as the existence
of a scalar β > 0 and matrices P ∈ Rn×n, L ∈ Rm×n

such that
P ≻ 0, K = −LP−1, (26)

and

T


HT (ẋ(t))

−HT (x(t))

−HT (u)




HT (ẋ(t))

−HT (x(t))

−HT (u)


⊤

−


W̄ + βI P L

P 0 0

L 0 0

 ⪰ 0 (27)

for a fixed t ∈ [0, T ]. These stability conditions relate to

(11)-(13) if we let Γ satisfy[
HT (u)

HT (x(t))

]
Γ =

[
L

P

]
(28)

for some P ≻ 0. Then, (11) results in L + KP = 0,
recovering (26). Finally, we have seen that the condition
(13) and a proper selection of P imply that (21) holds,
and therefore so does (20). Substituting (4) in (20) and
rearranging terms results in


I

A⊤

B⊤


⊤ 

0 Γ⊤HT (x(t))
⊤ Γ⊤HT (u)

⊤

HT (x(t))Γ 0 0

HT (u)Γ 0 0



×


I

A⊤

B⊤

 ≺ 0.

From this point, the same procedure as in [14] can be
followed to obtain (27). Notice that the conditions (26)-
(27) yield stabilizing matrices K if the data u, x, ẋ is in-
formative for state-feedback stabilization. In this paper,
we already consider the scenario in which persistently
excited (and therefore informative) data is available.

Remark 9 Besides the relationships shown above be-
tween the conditions (11)-(13) and those in [12,30,14],
it is important to highlight that the developments in the
proof of Theorem 7 provide a novel meaning to the matrix
Γ. In our approach, Γ is seen as a trajectory-generating
matrix for system (1) as described by the equations (7),
(8) and (10). This establishes a link between the stability
conditions (11)-(13) and the data-based system represen-
tation in Lemma 5 and Theorem 6.

In the following sections, we exploit several of the expres-
sions obtained in the proof of Theorem 2 to design sta-
bilizing controllers with different performance require-
ments. In particular, apart from the conditions (11)-(13),
the expressions in (16) and (17) will be especially useful.

4 Trajectory-reference control

The objective in the trajectory-reference problem is to
use an available set of desired state trajectories to de-
sign a control policy that allows the system (1) to follow
such trajectories as closely as possible. This problem is
encountered, for example, when specific transient per-
formances, from particular initial conditions, are desir-
able for the closed-loop system. Alternatively, in some
applications the control designer has available trajecto-
ries generated by an expert system that provide a guide
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for the desired behavior of system (1), for example in au-
tonomous driving [16]. In this paper, we focus on the ob-
jective of stabilizing the system to the origin, such that
the transient performance closely resembles the desired
trajectories. This is formalized in the following problem
statement.

Problem 10 Consider system (1), and let ξi : [0, T ] →
Rn, i = 1, . . . ,M , be a set of M ≥ 1 desired trajectories
of length T . Moreover, let ξ̇i : [0, T ] → Rn, i = 1, . . . ,M ,
correspond to the known time derivatives of the desired
trajectories ξi. For 0 ≤ t ≤ T , define the matrices
Ξ(t), Ξ̇(t) ∈ Rn×M as

Ξ(t) =
[
ξ1(t) ξ2(t) · · · ξM (t)

]
, (29)

Ξ̇(t) =
[
ξ̇1(t) ξ̇2(t) · · · ξ̇M (t)

]
. (30)

Using data measured from (1), determine a state feedback
matrix K such that A−BK is stable and, when x(0) =
ξi(0), then the difference x(t) − ξi(t) is minimized for
0 ≤ t ≤ T and i = 1, . . . ,M .

A solution to Problem 10 can be obtained by considering
the data-based system representation in (10). Similarly
as in (14), for every set of M trajectories of system (1)
there exists a matrix Γ(t), 0 ≤ t ≤ T , such that

[
x̄1(t) · · · x̄M (t)

]
=: X(t) = HT (x(t))Γ(t) (31)

where, in order to generate a state feedback trajectory,
Γ(t) must satisfy HT (u)Γ(t) = −KX(t), as well as the
differential equation (7), that is

[
HT (u)

HT (x(t))

]
Γ̇(t) =

[
−KẊ(t)

0

]
. (32)

Thus, Problem 2 is solved if we determine a matrix
Γ(t) ∈ RN×M with these conditions and such that
X(t) ≈ Ξ(t) for 0 ≤ t ≤ T . Notice that, different from
(14), here X(t) = HT (x(t))Γ(t) ∈ Rn×M is not neces-
sarily a square matrix.

From these expressions, a naive optimization problem
could be formulated as follows to solve Problem 10 (note
that, in the benefit of clarity, we reserve the discussion
about guaranteeing stability as required in Problem 10

for the end of this section).

minimize
Γ(t),K̄

∫ T

0

∥HT (x(τ))Γ(τ)− Ξ(τ)∥F dτ (33a)

s.t. HT (x(0))Γ(0) = Ξ(0), (33b)

HT (u)Γ(0) = −K̄Ξ(0), (33c)[
HT (u)

HT (x(t))

]
Γ̇(t) =

[
−K̄HT (ẋ(t))Γ(t)

0

]
, (33d)

for 0 ≤ t ≤ T.

The constraints (33b) and (33c) set the initial condi-
tions of the desired trajectories and the state feedback
input, respectively. The cost (33a) then implies the min-
imization of the error between the desired trajectories
Ξ(t) and the system trajectories that evolve in time ac-
cording to the differential equation (33d).

The following modifications are now performed to the
problem (33) in order to construct a convex program
applicable in practice. First, notice that we can avoid
the need for the explicit use of the differential equation
(33d) by using the fact that the equation HT (u)Γ̇(t) =
−KHT (ẋ(t))Γ(t) is satisfied for 0 ≤ t ≤ T if and only if

HT (x(t))Γ̇(t) = 0 and

HT (u)Γ(t) = −KHT (x(t))Γ(t) (34)

hold for 0 ≤ t ≤ T . This can be seen by taking the time
derivative on both sides of (34).

In turn, the differential equation HT (x(t))Γ̇(t) = 0 im-
plies

d

dt

(
HT (x(t))Γ(t)

)
= HT (ẋ(t))Γ(t).

Notice also that the desired objective HT (x(t))Γ(t) =
Ξ(t) implies d

dt (HT (x(t))Γ(t)) = Ξ̇(t). Thus, if the equa-
tions

HT (x(t))Γ(t) = Ξ(t), (35)

HT (ẋ(t))Γ(t) = Ξ̇(t) (36)

hold for 0 ≤ t ≤ T , then HT (x(t))Γ̇(t) = 0 as desired.

Finally, although continuous signals are considered in
Problem 10 for the desired trajectories, in practice only
samples of such trajectories can be stored and manipu-
lated in digital computers. Taking this into account, we
can substitute the integral (33a) by a sum over the known
samples of the desired trajectories. If there are available
samples at times {t0, t1, . . . , tq−1}, where 0 ≤ ti ≤ T
for i = 0, . . . , q − 1, then using (34)-(36) we obtain the
following optimization problem, which is an approxima-
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tion of problem (33)

minimize
Γ(ti),K̄

∥HT (ẋ(t0))Γ(t0)− Ξ̇(t0)∥F (37a)

+

q−1∑
i=1

(
∥HT (x(ti))Γ(ti)− Ξ(ti)∥F

+ ∥HT (ẋ(ti))Γ(ti)− Ξ̇(ti)∥F
+ ∥HT (u)Γ(ti) + K̄Ξ(ti)∥F

)
s.t. HT (x(t0))Γ(t0) = Ξ(t0), (37b)

HT (u)Γ(t0) = −K̄Ξ(t0). (37c)

Notice that (37) is a convex optimization problem. The
hard constraints (37b)-(37c) imply that (34) and (35)
hold for at least one time instant. By (5), the use of PE
data guarantees that these constraints are feasible for
any desired initial conditions Ξ(t0) and any value of K̄.
Hard constraints of the form HT (u)Γ(ti) = −K̄Ξ(ti) for
ti > t0 cannot be used in the optimization problem (37)
because, in general, we have thatHT (x(ti))Γ(ti) ̸= Ξ(ti)
at these times. Thus, we include these terms as soft con-
straints in the cost function (37a). A similar reasoning
leads us to consider the terms from (36) in the cost for all
times ti, i = 0, . . . , q − 1. In the presence of noise in the
measured data x, problem (37) remains feasible as long
as (5) still holds for t = t0. This occurs with probability
1 in the case of random noise, or when the magnitude of
the noise is small enough such that it does not affect the
rank property (5).

The following theorem states the circumstances under
which the problem (37) yields a matrix K̄ that allows the
system (1) to exactly reproduce the trajectories in Ξ(t).
Notice that one of these conditions is the availability of
noise-free data.

Theorem 11 Consider system (1) such that the pair
(A,B) is controllable. Let u : [0, NT ] → Rm, T > 0,N ∈
N, be a PCPE input of order n+1, and let x : [0, NT ] →
Rn, be the corresponding state of (1). Moreover, consider
the desired trajectories in (29)-(30). If a matrix K exists
such that

Ξ̇(t) = (A−BK)Ξ(t), 0 ≤ t ≤ T, (38)

then the solution K̄ of (37) satisfies (38) and the optimal
cost (37a) equals zero.

PROOF. If a matrix K such that (38) holds exists,
then the trajectories Ξ(t) can be generated by the data-
based system representation in Theorem 6. That is, there
exists a Γ(t) such that (34)-(36) hold for 0 ≤ t ≤ T .
Therefore, selecting the matrix K̄ in (37) as in (38)
makes the cost (37a) equal to zero. Now, it remains to
be shown that if the cost of (37) is zero, then the solu-
tion K̄ satisfies (38). This is obtained by noticing that a

zero cost implies HT (u)Γ(ti) = −K̄HT (x(ti))Γ(ti) and,
using similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 7,
HT (ẋ(ti))Γ(ti) = (A − BK̄)HT (x(ti))Γ(ti) is obtained
(compare to (16)). Substituting HT (x(ti))Γ(ti) = Ξ(ti)

and HT (ẋ(ti))Γ(ti) = Ξ̇(ti) in this expression yields

Ξ̇(t) = (A−BK̄)Ξ(t), completing the proof.

Notice that, if T is large enough and Ξ(t) → 0 as t → ∞,
then the matrix K̄ that minimizes (37) is likely to be
stabilizing (unstable trajectories would greatly deviate
from Ξ(t) and be heavily penalized). This stabilizing
property is, however, not yet guaranteed. Constraining
the matrix K̄ in (37) to be stabilizing is a challenging
task. One option is to use the stabilization conditions
studied in Section 3 as constraints of the problem (37).
However, these conditions require thatHT (ẋ(t))Γ(t) ≻ 0
(see (19), (23) and (28)) which, in general, contrasts
with the objective thatHT (ẋ(t))Γ(t) = Ξ(t). In Problem
10, we do not restrict Ξ(t) to be a square, symmetric,
positive definite matrix, and placing these conditions or
transforming this matrix to achieve positive definiteness
is undesirable.

Instead, constraining K̄ to be stabilizing can be achieved
as a separate step after solving (37). Given a state feed-
back matrix K̄ that is potentially not stabilizing, we aim
to determine a stabilizing matrix K of the same dimen-
sions that renders the closed-loop matrix A − BK as
closely as possible to A−BK̄. If K̄ was already stabiliz-
ing, we do not wish to modify it. This objective can be
achieved by solving an additional optimization problem
as follows.

Given the matrix K̄ and a fixed time instant t ∈ [0, T ],
solve

minimize
G1,G2,P,L,β

∥HT (ẋ(t))(G1 −G2)∥F (39a)

s.t. (27),

P ≻ 0, (39b)

HT (x(t))G1 = P, (39c)

HT (u)G1 = L, (39d)

HT (x(t))G2 = P, (39e)

HT (u)G2 = −K̄P. (39f)

Then, select the matrix K as K = −LP−1. In problem
(39), we make use of the stabilizing conditions (26)-(27),
presented in [14], because this method allows to take into
account noisy data collected from a disturbed system as
in (2). Nevertheless, other stabilizing conditions (e.g.,
(18)-(20)) could have been used in a similar manner. The
following theorem shows the properties of the solution
K obtained from (39).

Theorem 12 Consider system (2) with a controllable
pair (A,B) and such that the noise w : [0, NT ] → Rm,
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T > 0, N ∈ N makes (25) hold. Let u : [0, NT ] → Rm,
T > 0, N ∈ N, be a PCPE input of order n + 1, and
let x : [0, NT ] → Rn, be the corresponding state of (2).
Consider a matrix K̄ and a fixed time t ∈ [0, T ], and solve
(39). The obtained matrix K is stabilizing and such that
the difference ∥(A−BK)P−(A−BK̄)P∥F is minimized.
Moreover, if K̄ is stabilizing, then K = K̄.

PROOF. The fact that K is stabilizing is due to the
constraints (26) and (27) as is shown in [14]. The con-
straints (39c) and (39d) correspond to the condition (28)
that links the matrices P and L to the data-based sys-
tem representation in Theorem 6. Notice that, sinceK =
−LP−1, thenL = −KP and we can writeHT (u)G1 = L
as

HT (u)G1 = −KP = −KHT (x(t))G1.

From the discussion in Section 3 (compare (11) and the
proof of Theorem 7), this implies that (16) holds with
Γ replaced by G1. By (39c), (16) can be rewritten as
HT (ẋ(t))G1 = (A−BK)P .

The constraints (39e) and (39f) have the same structure
as (39c) and (39d), except that the use of G2 replaces K
by K̄. Therefore, we obtain HT (ẋ(t))G2 = (A−BK̄)P .
This shows that the cost (39a) is equivalent to ∥(A −
BK)P − (A−BK̄)P∥F as claimed.

Finally, if K̄ is stabilizing, then it can always be written
as K̄ = −LP−1 for some L and P that satisfy the stabil-
ity conditions (26)-(27) [14]. Thus, the optimal solution
to (39) is such that G1 = G2, leading to K = K̄.

The final proposed algorithm to solve Problem 10 cor-
responds to the following steps:

(1) Determine K̄ by solving (37).
(2) Using K̄, solve the optimization problem (39).
(3) Using P,L, compute the solution K = LP−1.

Remark 13 In [8], the related problem of data-based
model matching was solved for discrete-time systems.
However, we have proposed a method that is applicable
when, rather than a reference model, a data set about the
desired trajectories is available. Using the data directly
in the optimization problem (37) avoids the need of using
it to first identify a suitable reference model. Hence, the
proposed procedure is a direct data-driven method both for
specifying the control objective and for the control design.

5 Data-based optimal control for CT systems

In this section, two different problems related to the lin-
ear quadratic regulator for continuous-time systems are

solved using measured data. In both cases, we consider
the quadratic cost function∫ ∞

0

(
x(t)⊤Qx(t) + u(t)⊤Ru(t)

)
dt (40)

with Q ⪰ 0 and R ≻ 0. In the following subsection, we
solve the data-based LQR problem.

5.1 Data-based Solution of the continuous-time LQR
problem

The data-based LQR problem for CT systems is formu-
lated as follows

Problem 14 For every initial condition of the CT sys-
tem (1), determine the control input u that minimizes
the cost (40).

It is well known that a control input u = −K∗x that
minimizes (40) exists and is unique if the pair (A,B)
is controllable and (A,Q1/2) is detectable. For discrete-
time systems, several solutions to the data-based LQR
problem have been proposed (see, e.g., [12,30]). To the
best of our knowledge, for continuous-time systems the
only data-based solutions in the literature correspond to
the iterative algorithms based on reinforcement learning
methods [17,21]. In [21] it is shown that these methods
have attractive features (see their computational com-
plexity analysis), but numerical issues with the required
solvers for systems with high dimensions were reported.
Here, we show that an algorithm analogous to the one
in [30] for DT systems can also be developed for the CT
case, providing a method that does not require to solve
the matrix equations in [21].

Thus, consider the cost function (40) and let K∗ =
R−1B⊤P ∗ correspond to the optimal LQR solution,
where P ∗ ≻ 0 solves the algebraic Riccati equation
(ARE)

Q+ P ∗A+A⊤P ∗ − P ∗BR−1B⊤P ∗ = 0. (41)

Thus, it follows that the matrices K∗ and P ∗ satisfy

Q+K∗⊤RK∗ + P ∗(A−BK∗) + (A−BK∗)⊤P ∗ = 0.
(42)

The following result is straightforwardly obtained.

Lemma 15 Consider system (1) and the cost function
(40). The unique solution P ∗ ≻ 0 of (41) is such that
P ∗ ⪰ P for any matrix P ≻ 0 that satisfies

Q+K∗⊤RK∗+P (A−BK∗)+(A−BK∗)⊤P ⪰ 0. (43)
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PROOF. From (42) and (43) it follows that

P (A−BK∗) + (A−BK∗)⊤P ⪰
P ∗(A−BK∗) + (A−BK∗)⊤P ∗,

and, therefore,

(P ∗ − P )(A−BK∗) + (A−BK∗)⊤(P ∗ − P ) ⪯ 0.

Since A−BK∗ is a stable matrix, we get P ∗ − P ⪰ 0.

Following the procedure suggested in [30] for DT sys-
tems, we solve the LQR problem for CT systems as fol-
lows. First, for a fixed t ∈ [0, T ], solve the optimization
problem

maximize
P

tr(P ) (44)

s.t. P ≻ 0, L(P ) ⪰ 0,

where

L(P ) = HT (x(t))
⊤QHT (x(t)) +HT (u)

⊤RHT (u)

+HT (x(t))
⊤PHT (ẋ(t)) +HT (ẋ(t))

⊤PHT (x(t)).
(45)

Then, using the solution P ∗ of (44), determine Γ by
solving the set of linear equations[

HT (x(t))

L(P ∗)

]
Γ =

[
I

0

]
. (46)

In Lemma 16 and Theorem 17 below, we show that with
the resulting value of Γ from (44) and (46), the solution
to the CT LQR problem is given by 4 K∗ = −HT (u)Γ.

Lemma 16 Consider system (1) and the cost (40) such
that (A,B) is controllable and (A,Q1/2) is detectable.
Let u : [0, NT ] → Rm, T > 0, N ∈ N, be a PCPE input
of order n + 1, and let x : [0, NT ] → Rn, be the corre-
sponding state of (1). Then the problem (44) is feasible,
its solution P ∗ is unique, and P ∗ satisfies the ARE (41).

PROOF. Define L(P ) as in (45) and, using (4), rewrite
the LMI L(P ) ⪰ 0 as

[
HT (x(t))

HT (u)

]⊤ [
Q+ PA+A⊤P PB

B⊤P R

][
HT (x(t))

HT (x(t))

]
⪰ 0. (47)

4 Instead of the identity matrix, any nonsingular matrix
can be used in the first block row of the right-hand side
of (46). In that case, the optimal LQR solution is given by

K∗ = −HT (u)Γ (HT (x(t))Γ)
−1.

Since (5) holds by persistence of excitation, this inequal-
ity holds if and only if[

Q+ PA+A⊤P PB

B⊤P R

]
⪰ 0. (48)

Using the Schur complement and the fact that R ≻ 0,
we notice that this LMI holds if and only if Q + PA +
A⊤P −PBR−1B⊤P ⪰ 0. Thus, one feasible solution to
this problem is the solution P ∗ ≻ 0 of the ARE (41). By
Lemma 16, P ∗ − P ⪰ 0 for any other feasible solution
P of (44), and therefore tr(P ∗) ≥ tr(P ). The proof is
completed by showing that, if P ̸= P ∗, then tr(P ∗) >
tr(P ). This can be seen by noticing that, unless P = P ∗,
tr(P ∗−P ) = 0 implies the presence of both positive and
negative eigenvalues inP ∗−P , contradictingP ∗−P ⪰ 0.

Theorem 17 Let the conditions in Lemma 16 hold.
Moreover, let Γ be computed as in (46), where P ∗ is the
solution to the convex optimization problem (44). Then,
the matrix K = −HT (u)Γ corresponds to the unique
solution of the LQR problem defined by the cost (40).

PROOF. From (46), we have that Γ⊤L(P ∗)Γ = 0 and
HT (x(t))Γ = I. This second equation, together with
K = −HT (u)Γ, implies thatHT (ẋ(t))Γ = A−BK. This
can be seen similarly as in the proof of Theorem 7 (see
(11), (12) and (16)). Substituting these expressions in
Γ⊤L(P ∗)Γ = 0, with L(P ∗) as in (45), yields

Q+K⊤RK+P ∗(A−BK)+ (A−BK)⊤P ∗ = 0. (49)

By Lemma 16, P ∗ also satisfies (42), where K∗ is the
optimal LQR solution. Subtracting (42) from (49), we
obtain K⊤RK − K∗⊤RK∗ − P ∗B(K − K∗) − (K −
K∗)⊤B⊤P ∗ = 0. Finally, using the fact that B⊤P ∗ =
RK∗, we get (K − K∗)R(K − K∗) = 0, which implies
K = K∗.

5.2 The inverse problem of optimal control

In [6, Section 10.6], the inverse problem of optimal control
is described as follows. Given a CT linear system (1) and
a matrix K, determine, if they exist, matrices Q ⪰ 0
and R ≻ 0 such that the pair (A,Q1/2) is detectable and
the control input u = −Kx minimizes the cost function
(40). The (model-based) solution of this problem is given
by the following feasibility problem

find Q,R, P, P1 (50)

s.t. Q,P ⪰ 0, R, P1 ≻ 0,

Q+K⊤RK + P (A−BK) + (A−BK)⊤P = 0,

RK −B⊤P = 0,

Q− P1A−A⊤P1 ≻ 0.
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Here, solving the two equality constraints is equivalent
to solving the algebraic Riccati equation (41) and defin-
ing the optimal gain matrix as K = R−1B⊤P . The last
inequality constraint guarantees that (A,Q1/2) is de-
tectable [6].

In this subsection, we consider a variant of this prob-
lem on which the model of system (1) is unknown and
measured data must be used instead. Given a stabiliz-
ing matrix K, we can apply the control input u = −Kx
to (1) and collect the corresponding input-state trajec-
tories. Knowledge of these trajectories is additional to
that of PE data. Although knowledge of these additional
trajectories presents a similar scenario to that of Prob-
lem 10, the focus here is not necessarily in following these
trajectories as closely as possible. Instead, the objective
is to determine a cost function for which those trajecto-
ries are (close to) optimal. Formally, we formulate the
problem as follows.

Problem 18 Consider system (1) and a stabilizing ma-
trix K. Applying the input u = −Kx to the system, col-
lectM ≥ 1 trajectories νi : [0, T ] → Rm, ξi : [0, T ] → Rn

and ξ̇i : [0, T ] → Rn, i = 1, . . . ,M , defined such that

ξ̇i(t) = (A−BK)ξi(t), (51)

νi(t) = −Kξi(t). (52)

With these trajectories, define the matrices (29), (30)
and

U(t) =
[
ν1(t) ν2(t) · · · νM (t)

]
∈ Rm×M . (53)

Using the available trajectories, as well as persistently ex-
cited data measured from (1), determine matricesQ,P ⪰
0, R,P1 ≻ 0 such that Q − P1A − A⊤P1 ≻ 0, Q +
K⊤RK + P (A − BK) + (A − BK)⊤P and the norm
∥RK −B⊤P∥F is minimized.

Notice that, different from the original model-based
problem formulation in [6], we do not make the assump-
tion that K is optimal with respect to any matrices
Q,R. If K is not optimal, then the constraints in (50)
cannot be all satisfied simultaneously. For this reason,
Problem 18 only requires the minimization of the norm
∥RK − B⊤P∥F . All other constraints can be satisfied
for any stabilizing matrix K.

To obtain the weight matrices Q and R in Problem 18,
we have available the trajectories in Ξ(t), Ξ̇(t) and U(t),
as well as the PE data measured from (1) in the matrices
HT (x(t)), HT (ẋ(t)) and HT (u). In the following, it will
be useful to have knowledge of an additional matrix,
denoted as HA(t) ∈ Rn×N and defined as

HA(t) = AHT (x(t)), (54)

for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T . Notice that each column of HA(t), as
it evolves through time, does not necessarily correspond

to a trajectory of system (1). To compute (54) in a data-
based fashion, we make use again of the data-based sys-
tem representation in Theorem 6 as follows.

At each instant t, determine a matrix Γt such that[
HT (u)

HT (x(t))

]
Γt =

[
0

HT (x(t))

]
. (55)

Recall that this is possible due to (5), which holds by
persistence of excitation. Then, compute HA(t) as

HA(t) = HT (ẋ(t))Γt. (56)

It can be easily observed that, for each fixed t ∈ [0, T ],
this implies

HA(t) = AHT (x(t))Γt = AHT (x(t)), (57)

by using (10), (55), and following a similar procedure as
the one that resulted in (16).

Now, in the proposed solution to Problem 18, we use
again the fact that samples of the data measured from
(1) are known. In particular, samples of the trajectories

ξi, νi and ξ̇i are available at times {t0, t1, . . . , tq−1},
0 ≤ tj ≤ T , j = 0, . . . , q−1. Using these samples, define
the matrices

Ξ̂ = row{Ξ(tj)}q−1
j=0 ∈ Rn×qM ,

˙̂
Ξ = row{Ξ̇(tj)}q−1

j=0 ∈ Rn×qM

Û = row{U(tj)}q−1
j=0 ∈ Rm×qM ,

and let the following assumption hold.

Assumption 19 The matrix Ξ̂ has full row rank.

Notice that Assumption 19 is always satisfied if M ≥ n
and there are n linearly independent initial conditions
of the M trajectories ξi(0). However, Assumption 19
can also potentially be satisfied even is as few as one
single trajectory ξ1 is available (depending on the initial
condition ξ1(0), the dynamics in (51) and the sampling
times tj).

Using these definitions, we can express the conditions in
(50) in a data-based fashion. Consider the equation Q+
K⊤RK +P (A−BK)+ (A−BK)⊤P = 0. Multiplying

on the left by Ξ̂⊤ and on the right by Ξ̂, we obtain the
equivalent equation

Ξ̂⊤QΞ̂ + Ξ̂⊤K⊤RKΞ̂ + Ξ̂⊤P (A−BK)Ξ̂

+ Ξ̂⊤(A−BK)⊤P Ξ̂ = 0,
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where equivalence follows from Assumption 19. Using

(51)-(52), we notice that (A−BK)Ξ̂ =
˙̂
Ξ and−KΞ̂ = Û .

Substituting, we obtain the model-free condition

Ξ̂⊤QΞ̂ + Û⊤RÛ + Ξ̂⊤P
˙̂
Ξ +

˙̂
Ξ⊤P Ξ̂ = 0. (58)

Consider now the equation RK−B⊤P = 0. Multiplying
on the right by Ξ̂ and on the left by HT (u), we get

HT (u)
⊤RÛ − HT (u)

⊤B⊤P Ξ̂ = 0.

Here, the equations are equivalent if HT (u) has also full
row rank, as is the case if the input is PE. For a fixed
t ∈ [0, T ], add and subtractHT (x(t))

⊤A⊤P Ξ̂ to the left-
hand side of this expression to obtain

HT (u)
⊤RÛ − HT (u)

⊤B⊤P Ξ̂ +HT (x(t))
⊤A⊤P Ξ̂

−HT (x(t))
⊤A⊤P Ξ̂ = 0,

⇒ HT (u)
⊤RÛ −HT (ẋ(t))

⊤P Ξ̂ +HA(t)
⊤P Ξ̂ = 0 (59)

where (4) was also used. Finally, multiplying the inequal-
ity Q−P1A−A⊤P1 ≻ 0 from the right byHT (x(t)) and
on the left by HT (x(t))

⊤ for some t ∈ [0, T ], we obtain

HT (x(t))
⊤QHT (x(t))−HT (x(t))

⊤P1HA(t)

−HA(t)
⊤P1HT (x(t)) ≻ 0. (60)

We can use (58), (59) and (60) to rewrite the problem
(50) in a data-based form. However, in Problem 18 we
wish to obtain weighting matrices Q and R for (40),
whether or not K corresponds to the optimal solution
of an LQR problem. To achieve this, we observe the fol-
lowing. The conditions (58) and (60) are always feasi-
ble because (58) is equivalent to the Lyapunov equation
Q + K⊤RK + P (A − BK) + (A − BK)⊤P = 0, and
A − BK is stable by assumption. Thus, the condition
(59) is the only one that can fail to be satisfied for some
R and P . Therefore, the following optimization problem
is proposed

minimize
Q,R,P,P1

∥HT (u)
⊤RÛ − HT (ẋ(t))

⊤P Ξ̂ +HA(t)
⊤P Ξ̂∥F
(61)

s.t. Q,P ⪰ 0, R, P1 ≻ 0, (58), (60).

If Assumption 19 holds, then it is clear, by construction,
that the solution to the convex optimization problem
(61) yields thematricesQ andR required by Problem 18.
Moreover, if the matrix K is optimal with respect to
some pair of matrices Q and R, then (59) is feasible and
the cost of (61) is zero. In this case, solving the LQR
problem for the obtainedQ andRwill return the optimal
gain K. This is formalized in the next theorem, whose
proof is given by the developments in this subsection.

Theorem 20 Consider system (1) such that the pair
(A,B) is controllable. Let u : [0, NT ] → Rm, T > 0,
N ∈ N, be a PCPE input of order n + 1, and let x :
[0, NT ] → Rn, be the corresponding state of (1). More-

over, consider the matrix K̄ and the data ξi, νi, ξ̇i as de-
fined in Problem 18, and let Assumption 19 hold. Then,
the solution to problem (61) returns the matrices Q ⪰ 0
and R ≻ 0 requested in Problem 18. Moreover, if the gain
K̄ is optimal with respect to some cost function as (40),
then the cost of (61) equals zero.

6 Data-based robust pole placement

Our objective in this section is to design a data-based
algorithm that places the poles of system (1) in desired
locations. This goal is formalized as follows.

Problem 21 Let Λ = {λ1, . . . , λn} be a self-conjugate
set of complex numbers. Using data measured from (1),
determine a state-feedback matrix K such that the poles
of A−BK are located at the positions specified by Λ.

In [3], a method to solve Problem 21 was proposed. How-
ever, this method did not exploit the robustness proper-
ties that some existing model-based pole placement al-
gorithms possess. A model-based solution to the robust
exact pole placement problem was described in [29]. In
the following, we present a data-based variant of this
method. Here heavily rely on the notation introduced in
Section 2.1.

Consider the set Λ̄ = {λ1, . . . , λν} ⊆ Λ, such that the
algebraic multiplicity of λi is ηi, and η1 + · · ·+ ην = n.
Moreover, for some scalar s ≥ 0, let the values λi, i ≤ 2s,
be complex numbers while λi, i ≥ 2s+1, are real. Finally,
for all odd i < 2s, λi+1 = λ∗

i .

For λi ∈ Λ̄, fix a value of t ∈ [0, T ] and define the matri-
ces

S(λi) = HT (ẋ(t))− λiHT (x(t)), i = 1, . . . , ν. (62)

Let N̄i ∈ CN×s̄i , be a basis for the right null space
of S(λi). Moreover, for the given t, let Ni ∈ Cn+m×si

be a set of linearly independent columns of the matrix[
HT (u)

HT (x(t))

]
N̄i, such that

rank (Ni) = rank

([
HT (u)

HT (x(t))

]
N̄i

)
.

With the matrices Ni, construct the matrix

N = row{Ni}νi=1 = [N1 · · · Nν ] . (63)
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The following theorem provides a method to solve Prob-
lem 21.

Theorem 22 Consider system (1) such that the pair
(A,B) is controllable. Let u : [0, NT ] → Rm, T > 0,N ∈
N, be a PCPE input of order n+1, and let x : [0, NT ] →
Rn, be the corresponding state of (1). Using these data,
compute the matrices S(λi) in (62) and construct N in
(63). LetG := diag{Gi}νi=1,Gi ∈ Csi×ηi , be an arbitrary
parameter matrix such that for all odd i < 2s, Gi is
complex with Gi+1 = G∗

i , and for all i > 2s, Gi is real.
Define the following matrices

M(G) = NG, (64)

X(G) = M(G)(1:n), (65)

V (G) = Re(M(G))(1:n), (66)

W (G) = Re(M(G))(n+1:n+m). (67)

For almost every choice of G, X(G) has full row rank.
Moreover, the set of all gain matrices K that solve Prob-
lem 21 is given by

K(G) = W (G)V (G)−1, (68)

where G is such that X(G) has full row rank.

PROOF. First, we show that each matrix Ni in (63)
is a basis for the null space of the model-based matrix
[A− λiI B], λi ∈ Λ̄. Recall thatNi is constructed with
a set of linearly independent columns of the product[

HT (u)

HT (x(t))

]
N̄i. Moreover, using (4), notice that

[A− λiI B]

[
HT (x(t))

HT (u)

]
N̄i

=
(
HT (ẋ(t))− λiHT (x(t))

)
N̄i = 0,

where the last equality follows from the definition of N̄i

as a basis for the null space of (62). This implies that
[A− λiI B]Ni = 0. Furthermore, consider any vector
v such that [A− λiI B] v = 0. Since the conditions in
Lemma 4 are satisfied, (5) holds and we can always find
a vector w such that[

HT (x(t))

HT (u)

]
w = v.

Therefore,

0 = [A− λiI B] v =
(
HT (ẋ(t))− λiHT (x(t))

)
w,

and, by definition of N̄i, there is a vector w̄ such that we
can write w = N̄iw̄. The fact that

[A− λiI B] v = [A− λiI B]

[
HT (x(t))

HT (u)

]
N̄iw̄

shows that v can always be expressed in terms of
Ni, implying that Ni is a basis for the null space of
[A− λiI B].

From this point, the rest of the proof of the theorem
follows as in the proof of [29, Proposition 2.1].

Theorem 22 shows that the solution (68) of Problem 21
is parameterized by a matrix G, which provides degrees
of freedom to design the stabilizing feedback gain. This
fact, together with the Bauer-Fike theorem [15, Theo-
rem 7.2.2], has been used in different pole placement de-
sign methods in the literature (see, e.g., [29,32]) to pro-
vide robustness properties against model uncertainties.
This is achieved by minimizing the condition number of
the matrix V (G) in (66), thereby reducing the sensitiv-
ity of the eigenvalues of the closed-loop matrix A−BK
with respect to disturbances in its values. In [29] it is
shown that a computationally efficient method to incor-
porate this idea into the pole placement procedure de-
scribed above is to solve the optimization problem

minimize
G

∥V (G)∥F + ∥V (G)−1∥F (69)

subject to the conditions in Theorem 22. Note that since
V (G) can be computed from data (compare (64)-(66)),
solving this optimization problem can be done in a com-
pletely data-based fashion. Since the presence of model
uncertainties is analogous to the presence of noisy data
measurements in our framework, solving the minimiza-
tion problem (69) provides robustness characteristics to
the method proposed in Theorem 22 when the state data
is collected from the disturbed system (2) and/or when
the state data is corrupted by measurement noise. Meth-
ods to solve problem (69) have been developed in the
literature. For additional details about these methods,
as well as about the performance of the proposed proce-
dure, the reader is referred to [29,28].

7 Simulation examples

7.1 Trajectory-reference control

The performance of the optimization problems (37) and
(39) to solve the trajectory-reference control problem is
tested on the linearized model of an aircraft, described

13



in [22], and given by (1) with

A =


−0.493 0.015 −1 0.02

−61.176 −7.835 4.991 0

31.804 −0.235 −0.994 0

0 1 −0.015 0

 ,

B =


−0.002 0.002

8.246 1.849

0.249 −0.436

0 0

 , (70)

such that the system states correspond to the sideslip
angle, pitch rate, yaw rate and roll angle. Suppose that
we have available a single desired stable trajectory, po-
tentially given by an expert system, for the states of this
system. This means that the matrices Ξ(t) and Ξ̇(t) in
(29)-(30) have a single column, e.g., Ξ(t) = ξ1(t).

Numerical simulations show that, if the trajectory ξ1(t)
is feasible for system (70), i.e., there exists a matrix K

such that ξ̇1(t) = (A − BK)ξ1(t) for 0 ≤ t ≤ T , then
suchK is returned by (37) as guaranteed by Theorem 11.
A more interesting setting is obtained when ξ1(t) can-
not be exactly followed by the states of (70). This case
is presented in Figure 1, where some desired trajectories
for system (70) are presented in blue color. For repro-
ducibility, these trajectories were generated by a system
of the form ξ̇1(t) = Āξ1(t), where

Ā =


−0.5254 0.0399 −1.4516 0.1061

−1.8232 −2.4526 1.8725 −0.6407

3.1222 −2.4746 −3.3309 −1.3357

0.0046 1.3289 0.0157 0.0490

 .

The output K̄ of (37) using these data is given by

K̄ =

[
6.6951 0.4425 1.3996 0.6780

−61.9583 −4.8843 −4.5553 −2.6773

]
.

Since K̄ is stabilizing, the problem (39) does not modify
it, and the final gain matrix K = K̄ is the outcome of
our method.When the initial states of (70) coincide with
ξ1(0), the obtained control input provides the closed-
loop trajectories represented with the red, dashed lines
in Figure 1. It can be seen that the reference trajectories
are closely followed.

7.2 The inverse problem of optimal control

Consider the same continuous-time system described by
the matrices in (70). To test the applicability of the op-
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Closed-loop performance
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Fig. 1. A trajectory (blue) for each state is given as reference
for problem (37). The states of system (70) (dashed red)
when the resulting input is applied, closely follow the desired
references.

timization problem (61), consider first the case in which
the matrix K in Problem 18 is indeed optimal with re-
spect to some cost function of the form (40). For exam-
ple, notice that the matrix

K1 =

[
−0.8653 0.2988 0.3105 0.7025

−0.1511 0.0537 −0.1108 0.0930

]
(71)

is optimal with respect to (40) with Q̄ = In, R̄ =
2Im. Using this matrix K1, we generate a single trajec-
tory from system (1), starting from the initial condition
x(0) = [1 0 0 1]⊤, and taking a sample every 0.1
seconds until Assumption 1 is satisfied. Using this data
in problem (61), we obtain the resulting matrices

Q1 =


18.1835 −1.3941 2.3407 −1.6438

−1.3941 9.3171 −0.0452 −0.0037

2.3407 −0.0452 10.3060 1.5255

−1.6438 −0.0037 1.5255 9.2587

 ,

R1 =

[
18.6623 −0.1772

−0.1772 19.6845

]
.

For testing purposes, we applied the optimization prob-
lem (44) to solve the LQR problem with these matrices
Q1 and R1. The result is that the matrix (71) is recov-
ered. Thus, the values of Q and R that were obtained
from (61) correspond to one of the (non-unique) pair of
matrices that have K1 as optimal gain.

Suppose now that the matrix

K2 =

[
−3 1 0.5 1.5

−0.5 0.1 −0.4 0.2

]
,

which is not optimal with respect to any cost function
of the form (40), is used in the problem (61). That is, we
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collect data with the same conditions as in the previous
simulation, except that the matrixK1 is replaced byK2.
The outcome of the algorithm is

Q2 =


0.2696 0.0061 0.7463 −0.2356

0.0061 2.5569 −0.2157 −0.8690

0.7463 −0.2157 2.1796 −0.1602

−0.2356 −0.8690 −0.1602 2.3436

 ,

R2 =

[
1.0128 0.0264

0.0264 1.0543

]
.

If we solve the LQR problem the program (44) for these
matrices Q2, R2, we obtain

K =

[
−3.0019 0.9795 0.5054 1.4997

−0.4777 0.1734 −0.4052 0.2016

]
.

Thus, the application of the procedure described in Sec-
tion 5 yielded matrices Q and R such that the original
matrix K2 is close to the optimal one.

7.3 Robust pole placement

In [9], the performance of a (model-based) robust pole
placement algorithm is tested on eleven different systems
with varying properties. These have become benchmark
examples in subsequent pole placement works in the lit-
erature [29]. In this subsection, we apply the data-based
method proposed in Section 6 to these eleven systems. To
test the robustness of this method, noise of differentmag-
nitudes is added to the measured state data as x̃ = x+v,
with bounded noise v ≤ v̄. Two different magnitudes of
noise are considered in the simulations, with v̄ = 10−3

and v̄ = 10−2. As a test for the accuracy of the obtained
closed-loop eigenvalues, we compute ε =

∑n
i=1 |λi−λ∗

i |,
where λi are the obtained eigenvalues, λ∗

i are the de-
sired eigenvalues, and the index i sorts the eigenvalues in
order of magnitude. To solve the optimization problem
(69), we used the Matlab toolbox kindly provided to us
by the authors of [29]; their (model-based) span toolbox
was properly modified by us to execute our data-based
procedure.

Since the accuracy of the proposed method varies ac-
cording to the PE data collected, we perform 100 ex-
periments per example and average the errors ε. In each
experiment, the vectors µ in Definition 1 are selected
randomly from a uniform distribution U(−5, 5)m. Sim-
ilarly, the initial state of the PE data is selected from
U(−5, 5)n.

For comparison, the same noisy data is used to solve the
pole placement problem using the data-based pole place-
ment method in [3]. The simulation results are shown in

Example
from [9]

Avg. error, v̄ = 10−3 Avg. error, v̄ = 10−2

RPP PP RPP PP

1 0.0053 0.0832 0.0240 0.0553

2 0.2512 0.8299 1.6981 2.6842

3 0.0395 0.1010 0.3894 0.8933

4 0.0482 0.2125 0.4614 1.0039

5 0.0053 0.0301 0.0420 0.0653

6 0.1625 0.4237 1.2576 11.2209

7 0.0135 0.1836 0.1070 0.8459

8 0.0134 0.0305 0.0889 0.2173

9 0.1821 0.3501 1.9451 2.4716

10 0.0061 0.0205 0.0365 0.1211

11 27.5198 216.1408 32.1955 127.6611

Table 1
Average error

∑
i |λi − λ∗

i | comparison between the method
in Section 6 (RPP), and the method in [3] (PP).

Table 1, where the acronym RPP is used to refer to our
robust pole placement procedure, while PP is used for
the method in [3]. The table shows that, as expected,
the RPP algorithm outperforms the PP one.

8 Conclusion

In this paper, we presented the solution to four dif-
ferent data-based control problems for continuous-time
systems, where specific closed-loop performances are re-
quired. The first problem is a trajectory-reference con-
trol problem, where desired closed-loop trajectories are
given and a controller is designed to make the system
follow those trajectories as closely as possible. Then, we
solved the data-based LQR problem for continuous-time
systems, as well as the inverse problem of optimal con-
trol, where a matrix K is given and a cost function such
thatK is (close to) optimal must be computed. The final
problem corresponds to a robust pole placement proce-
dure which, different from other results in the literature,
addresses the exact pole placement problem while con-
sidering robustness against the effect of noisy measure-
ments. The solution to these problems was facilitated by
leveraging the data-based continuous-time system rep-
resentation proposed in [20]. Following analogous steps,
the reader can note that all of these problems can be
formulated and solved for discrete-time systems as well.
An important direction for future work is the develop-
ment of control protocols for (classes of) nonlinear CT
systems, similarly as it has been done in the DT case.
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