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A Closed-Form Control for Safety Under Input Constraints Using a
Composition of Control Barrier Functions

Pedram Rabiee and Jesse B. Hoagg

Abstract— We present a new closed-form optimal control that
satisfies both safety constraints (i.e., state constraints) and input
constraints (e.g., actuator limits) using a composition of multiple
control barrier functions (CBFs). This main result is obtained
through the combination of several new ideas. First, we present
a method for constructing a single CBF from multiple CBFs,
which can have different relative degrees. The construction relies
on a log-sum-exponential soft-minimum function and yields a
CBF whose zero-superlevel set is a subset of the intersection of
the zero-superlevel sets of all the CBFs used in the composition.
Next, we use the composite soft-minimum CBF to construct a
closed-form control that is optimal with respect to a quadratic
cost subject to the safety constraints. Finally, we extend the
approach and develop a closed-form optimal control that not
only guarantees safety but also respects input constraints. The
key elements in developing this novel closed-form control include:
the introduction of the control dynamics, which allow the input
constraints to be transformed into constraints on the state of the
closed-loop system, and the use of the composite soft-minimum
CBF to compose multiple safety and input CBFs, which have
different relative degrees, into a single CBF. We also demonstrate
these new control approaches on a nonholonomic ground robot
example.

I. INTRODUCTION

Control barrier functions (CBFs) are used to determine
controls that make a designated safe set forward invariant
[1], [2]. Thus, CBFs can be used to generate controls that
guarantee safety constraints (i.e., state constraints). CBFs
are often integrated into real-time optimization-based control
methods (e.g., quadratic programs) as safety filters [3]-[6].
They are also used in conjunction with stability constraints
and/or performance objectives [7], [8]. Related barrier func-
tions are used for Lyapunov-like control design and analysis
(e.g., [9]1-[12]). CBF methods have been demonstrated in a
variety of applications, including mobile robots [13]-[16],
unmanned aerial vehicles [17], [18], and autonomous vehicles
(11, [19], [20].

One important challenge in CBF methods is to verify
a candidate CBF, that is, confirm that the candidate CBF
satisfies the conditions to be a CBF [21]. For systems without
input constraints (e.g., actuator limits), a candidate CBF can
often be verified provided that it satisfies certain structural
assumptions (e.g., constant relative degree) [1]. In contrast,
verifying a candidate CBF under input constraints can be
challenging, and this challenge is exacerbated if the safe set is

P. Rabiee and J. B. Hoagg are with the Department of Mechanical and
Aerospace Engineering, University of Kentucky, Lexington, KY, USA. (e-
mail: pedram.rabiee @uky.edu, jesse.hoagg @uky.edu).

This work is supported in part by the National Science Foundation
(1849213,1932105) and Air Force Office of Scientific Research (FA9550-
20-1-0028).

described using multiple candidate CBFs. It may be possible
to use offline sum-of-squares optimization methods to verify
a candidate CBF [22]-[25]. Alternatively, it may be possible
to synthesize a CBF offline by griding the state space [26].

An online approach to obtain forward invariance (e.g.,
state constraint satisfaction) subject to input constraints is
to use a prediction of the system trajectory into the future
under a backup control. For example, [27], [28] determine
a control forward invariant subset of the safe set by using
a finite-horizon prediction of the system under a backup
control. However, the methods in [27], [28] require replacing
an original barrier function that describes the safe set with
multiple barrier functions—one for different time instants of
the prediction horizon. Thus, the number of barrier functions
increases as the prediction horizon increases, which can lead
to conservative constraints and result in a set of constraints
that are not simultaneously feasible. These drawbacks are
addressed in [29], [30] by using a log-sum-exponential soft-
minimum function to construct a single composite barrier
function from the multiple barrier functions that arise from
using a prediction horizon. In addition, [30] uses a log-sum-
exponential soft-maximum function to allow for multiple
backup controls. The use of multiple backups can enlarge
the verified forward-invariant subset of the safe set. However,
[27]-[30] all rely on a prediction of the system trajectories
into the future.

Another approach to address safety subject to input
constraints is presented in [31], which uses a composition of
multiple CBFs, where the composition has adaptable weights.
However, the feasibility of the update law for the weights is
related to the feasibility of the original optimization problem
subject to input constraints.

This article presents a new approach to address forward
invariance subject to input constraints. Specifically, we use a
soft-minimum CBF to combine multiple safety constraints
(i.e., state constraints) and multiple input constraints (e.g.,
actuator limits) into a single CBF. This single composite soft-
minimum CBF is used in a constrained quadratic optimization
to generate a control that is optimal and satisfies both safety
and input constraints. Notably, we derive a closed-form
control that satisfies the constrained quadratic optimization,
thus eliminating the need to solve a quadratic program in real
time. To our knowledge, this article is the first to present a
closed-form control that satisfies multiple safety constraints
as well as multiple input constraints.

The main result of this article is a new closed-form
optimal control that satisfies both safety constraints and
input constraints. This result is obtained through several
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new contributions. First, Section presents a method for
constructing a single CBF from multiple CBFs, where each
CBF in the composition can have different relative degree.
The construction relies on a soft-minimum function and
yields a CBF whose zero-superlevel set is a subset of the
intersection of the zero-superlevel sets of all the CBFs used
in the construction.

Next, Section |[V| uses the composite soft-minimum CBF
to construct a closed-form optimal control that guarantees
safety. The control is optimal with respect to a quadratic
performance function subject to safety constraints (i.e., state
constraints). The method is demonstrated on a simulation of
a nonholonomic ground robot subject to position and speed
constraints, which do not have the same relative degree.

Finally, Section extends the approach to construct a
closed-form optimal control that not only guarantees safety
(i.e., state constraints) but also respects input constraints (e.g.,
actuator limits). To do this, we introduce control dynamics
such that the control signal is an algebraic function of the
internal controller states and the input to the control dynamics
is the output of a constrained optimization, which we solve in
closed form. The use of control dynamics allows us to express
the input constraints as CBFs in the closed-loop state (i.e.,
the state of the system and the controller). Notably, the input
constraint CBFs do not have the same relative degree as the
safety constraint CBFs. However, this difficult is addressed
using the new composite soft-minimum CBF construction.
Other methods using control dynamics and CBFs include [32],
[33]. We demonstrate this control method on a simulation of
a nonholonomic ground robot subject to position constraints,
speed constraints, and input constraints—none of which have
the same relative degree. Some preliminary results on the
composite soft-minimum CBF appear in [34]; however, the
current paper goes far beyond the preliminary publication
[34]. Notably, [34] does not include the closed-form optimal-
and-safe controls or the complete analysis presented in this
article.

II. NOTATION

The interior, boundary, and closure of A C R™ are denoted
by int A, bd A, cl A, respectively. Let conv A denote the
convex hull of A C R™. Let P denote the set of symmetric
positive-definite matrices in R™*".

Letn:R" — RY, be continuously differentiable. Then,
7 : R — RO s defined as 7/(z) £ 22%) The Lie
derivatives of 7 along the vector fields of 1) : R — R™*"
are defined as

Lyn(z) 2 1 (x)(z),
and for all positive integer d, define
Lin(z) £ Ly Ly ().

Throughout this paper, we assume that all functions are
sufficiently smooth such that all derivatives that we write
exist and are continuous.

Let p > 0, and consider softmin,, : RY — R defined by

N
1
softminp(zl, - 7ZN) A ]Og E e—ﬂzi7 (1)
P i=1

which is the log-sum-exponential soft minimum. The next
result relates the soft minimum to the minimum.

Fact 1. Let z1,...,2xy € R. Then,
log N
min{z1,...,2n8} — 08 < softmin,(21,...,2n)
p
<min{zy,...,2n}.

Fact E] demonstrates that softmin, lower bounds the
minimum, and converges to the minimum as p — oo. Thus,
softmin, is a smooth approximation of the minimum.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider

o(t) = fz(t) + g(z(t))u(z(t)), 2

where z(t) € R” is the state, 2(0) = z¢ € R" is the initial
condition, f : R” — R™ and g : R® — R™*™ are locally
Lipschitz continuous on R™, and v : R™ — R™ is the control,
which is locally Lipschitz continuous on R".

Since f, g, and u are locally Lipschitz, it follows that for all
xog € R™, there exists a maximum value tyax(2o) € [0, 00)
such that x(t) is the unique solution to @) on I(zy) =
[0, tmax(70))-

Definition 1. The set D C R" is control forward invariant
with respect to (@) if there exists a locally Lipschitz u;: D —
R™ such that for all g € D, the solution z to (2) with
u = wu; is such that for all ¢t € I(xy), x(t) € D.

Let hy, ha, ..., he: R™ — R be continuously differentiable,
and for all j € {1,2,...,/}, define

Cjﬁo £ {33 e R™ hj(l‘) > O} 3)
The safe set is

14
S 2 (G- )
j=1

Unless otherwise stated, all statements in this paper that
involve the subscript j are for all j € {1,2,...,¢}. We make
the following assumption:

(A1) There exists a positive integer d; such that for
all z € S, Lyhj(x) = LgLshj(z) = - =
LyLY *hy(x) = 0 and LyLY ™ hy(x) # 0.
Assumption implies h; has well-defined relative degree
d; with respect to on Sg; however, relative degrees
dy,...,ds need not be equal. Assumption also implies
that h; is a relative-degree-d; CBF. However, we do not
assume knowledge of a CBF for the safe set Ss. Section
presents a method for constructing a single composite CBF
from the CBFs hq, ..., hy, which can have different relative
degrees.



Consider the cost function J: R™ x R™ — R defined by
1
J(x,u) = iuTQ(x)u + c(z)Tu, ®)

where @ : R” — P™ and ¢ : R™ — R™ are locally Lipschitz
continuous on R"™. The objective is to design a full-state
feedback control u : R™ — R™ such that for all ¢ > O,
J(x(t),u(x(t)) is minimized subject to the safety constraint
that x(t) € Ss. Section [V| presents a closed-form control that
satisfies these control objectives. Then, Section [V]] presents
a closed-form control that satisfies these control objectives
subject to control input constraints.

IV. COMPOSITE SOFT-MINIMUM CBF

This section presents a method for constructing a single
composite CBF from multiple CBFs (i.e., hq, ..., h¢), which
can have different relative degrees.

Let bjo(x) £ hj(z). For i € {0,1...,d; — 2}, let
a;;:R — R be a locally Lipschitz extended class-K function,
and consider b; ;11 : R” — R defined by

bjir1(x) = Lybji(x) + a;i(bi(x)). (6)
Forie {1...,d; — 1}, define
Cji = {x € R™ : bj,;(x) > 0}. )
Next, define
C; di=1
R AN 7T (8)
mi;() Cj,i? dj > 13
and
L
cs (¢ ©)
j=1

Note that C C S;. In addition, note that if dy, ..., d, € {1,2},
then C = S,.

The next result is from [35, Proposition 1] and provides a
sufficient condition such that C; is forward invariant.

Lemma 1. Consider (2), where is satisfied. Let j €
{1,...,¢}. Assume x¢ € C;, and assume for all ¢t € I(zo),
bj.da;—1(x(t)) > 0. Then, for all t € I(xo), x(t) € C;.

Lemma (1| implies that if for all j € {1,...,¢} and all
t € I(zo), bja;—1(x(t)) > 0, then for all t € I(xo), x(t) €
C C 8. This motivates us to consider a candidate CBF whose
zero-superlevel set approximates the intersection of the zero-
superlevel sets of by g4, —1,...,be,q,—1. Specifically, let p > 0,
and consider the candidate CBF h : R™ — R defined by

h(x) £ softmin, (b1,d171($)7 ba,dy—1(2), ..., bg,de,l(x))
(10)
The zero-superlevel set of h is

S & {z € R™: h(x) > 0}. (11)

The next result is the immediate consequence of Fact [T]
and demonstrates that S is a subset of the intersection of the

zero-superlevel sets of by q,—1,...,bp,d,—1.

B v

Lih(z) <0

Fig. 1. Visual representation of Sg, C, S, B. The set SNC is control forward
invariant with respect to (2) under the conditions outlined in Proposition |Zl
Furthermore, a relaxed set of assumptions is provided in Remarkm

Proposition 1. S C ﬂﬁzl Cjd;—1-

Fact [I] also implies that S approximates the intersection of
the zero-superlevel sets of by 4, —1,...,brq,—1 in the sense
that as p — 00, § — m§=1 Cjd;—1-

Note that S is not generally a subset of Sg or C. See
Figure [I] for the Venn diagram of these sets. In the special
case where di = --- = dy = 1, it follows that S C C = S,
and as p > 00, § = Ss.

Next, define

B £ {z ebd S:Lsh(z) <0}, (12)

and note that if for all « € B, Lyh(z) # 0, then h is a
CBF. The next results show that if & is a CBF, then not only
is S control forward invariant but so is S N C. This fact is
significant because S N C is a subset of S;.

Proposition 2. Consider (2), where [(AT)| is satisfied.
Assume that A’ is locally Lipschitz on S, and for all z € B,
Lyh(z) # 0. Then, SN C is control forward invariant.

Proof. Let u: S — R™ be locally Lipschitz on S such that
for all z € bd S, Lyh(z) + Lgh(x)u(x) > 0, which exists
because f, g, and A’ are locally Lipschtiz on S and for all
x € B, Lyh(x) # 0. Thus, Nagumo’s Theorem [36, Theorem
4.7] implies that S is forward invariant with respect to (2).

Next, let xg € SNC. Since g € S and S is forward
invariant, it follows that for all ¢t € I(xo), h(z(t)) > 0. Thus,
(T1), Proposition [1} and (7) imply that for all ¢t € I(zo),
bja;—1(x(t)) > 0. Since, in addition, zo € C; C SNC, it
follows from Lemma (1| that for all ¢ € I(zq), z(t) € C;.
Thus, for all ¢t € I(xg), x(t) € C, which implies that for all
t e I(xg), x(t) e SNC. O

Remark 1. Proposition [2] provides a sufficient condition
such that SNC is control forward invariant. However, Figure|I|
illustrates that it is not necessary that Lyh(z) # 0 for all
x € B. Specifically, it suffices to require that for all x € BNC,
Lyh(z) #0.



V. CLOSED-FORM OPTIMAL AND SAFE CONTROL

This section uses the composite soft-minimum CBF (10)
to construct a closed-form optimal control that guarantees
safety. Specifically, we design a control that minimizes
J(x(t),u(x(t))) subject to the constraint that z(t) € SNC C

Let v > 0, and let @« : R — R be a locally Lipschitz
nondecreasing function such that a(0) = 0. For all z € R",
consider the control given by

(o)) 2 argmin J(e,i)+ o (3)
weR™, uER

subject to

Lih(x) + Lyh(x)u + a(h(z)) + ph(z) > 0. (13b)

The next result shows that if for all x € B, Lyh(z) # 0, then
the quadratic program (T3)) is feasible.

Proposition 3. The following statements hold:

(a) Let x € R™\ S. Then, there exists & € R™ and i € R
such that (T3DB) is satisfied.

(b) Let z € S\ B. Then, there exists & € R™ and i > 0
such that (T3DB) is satisfied.

(c) Let x € B. If Lyh(x) # 0, then there exists & € R™
and {1 > 0 such that (I3B) is satisfied.

Proof. To prove let z; € R™\ S, which implies
that h(z1) < 0. Thus, @ = 0 and i = —[Lsh(z1) +
a(h(z))]/h(z:) satisty (T3,

To prove let 22 € (bd S) \ B,
h(z2) = 0 and Lyh(xz2) > 0. Thus, 4 = 0 and & = 0
satisfy (I3B). Next, let #3 € int S, which implies that
h(zz) > 0. Thus, & = 0 and g = max{—[Lsh(z3) +
a(h(zs))]/h(xs),0} > 0 satisfy (T3D).

To prove let x4 € B, which implies that h(x4) = 0.
Since Lyh(x4) # 0, it follows that @ = —Lsh(x4)/Lgh(x4)
and f1 = 0 satisfy (I3b). O

which implies that

Next, consider w : R™ — R defined by
w(z) £ Lh(z) — Leh(z)Q(x)~'e(x) + ah(x)),

and define

(14)

Q2 {zeR": w(r) <0}

The following result provides a closed-form solution for
the unique global minimizer (u(x), pu(x)) of the constrained
optimization (I3)). This result also shows that if h’ is locally
Lipschitz, then u and p are locally Lipschitz.

15)

Theorem 1. Assume that for all x € B, Lyh(z) # 0.
Then, the following hold:

(a) For all x € R",

u(z) = —Q(z) " (c(z) — Lyh(x)"A(z)),  (16)
ulz) = h(:”)j(m), (17)

where \:R™ — R is defined by

—w(z)

Q
AMz) & ] @y TER (18)
0, x ¢ Q,
and d: Q2 — R is defined by
d(@) 2 Lh(@)Qx) ' Lyh(@)" +5 h(z)% (19)

(b) For all z € R™, A(z) > 0, and for all z € S, u(x) > 0.

(c) u, u, and X\ are continuous of R".
(d) Let D C R"™, and assume that b’ is locally Lipschitz on
D. Then, u, u, and X\ are locally Lipschitz on D.

Proof. First, we show that for all « € cl €2, d(x) > 0. Let
a € cl ©, and assume for contradiction that d(a) = 0. Since
v > 0 and @Q is positive definite, it follows from (I9) that
Lyh(a) =0 and h(a) = 0. Since, in addition, for all z € B,
Lyh(z) # 0, it follows from (I2) that Lyh(a) > 0. Thus,
(T4) implies w(a) = Lyh(a) > 0, which implies a ¢ cl €,
which is a contradiction. Thus, d(a) # 0, which implies that
d(a) > 0. Thus, for all z € cl Q, d(z) >0

To prove [(a)} define

T i) £ (e, 3) + i,
b, ) 2 Lh(e) + Loh(@)i+ a(h(@) + h(a),
) & ~Qa) el

and note that wu, is the unique global minimizer of J, which
implies that (u,,0) is the unique global minimizer of .J.

First, let 21 ¢ (2, and it follows from (T3) that w(z1) > 0,
which combined with (T4) implies that (@, i) = (u.(21),0)
satisfies (I3b). Since, in addition, (@, ) = (u«(x1),0) is
the unique global minimizer of J(z1, @, i), it follows that
(@, ft) = (u«(z1),0) is the solution to (T3)). Finally, (16)—(19}
yields u(z1) = u.(z1) and p(zr1) = 0, which conﬁrms (
for all = ¢ Q.

Next, let x5 € Q. Let (u2,pu2) € R™ x R denote
the the unique global minimizer of J(x,, /i) subject to
b(z2,a, 1) > 0. Since zy € €, it follows from (T4) that
b(x2,us(x2),0) = w(xe) < 0. Thus, b(xz,us, n2) = 0.
Define the Lagrangian

£(ﬂ,ﬂ, 5‘) = j(ana7 ,l]/) - S‘b(an{L /1)

Let Ay € R be such that (us, 2, A2) is a stationary point of

L. Evaluating gﬁ, gﬁ and % at (ug, p2, A2); setting equal
to zero; and solving for us, o, and Ag yields
Ug = —Q(xz)_l(c($2) — Lgh(l'z)T/\Q)7
h(x2)\
H2 = ( 2) 27
Y
Ny — —w(acz)7
d(z2)

where d(z2) # 0 because z2 € . Finally, (I6)—(19) yields
u(xs) = ug, u(xs) = p2, and A\(x3) = A9, which confirms
for all z € Q.



u

u(@) = =Q(z)~" (c(x) — Lgh(z)"A(z))

Az) = {_Lgh(x)Q(z)‘1Zg(z)(z)T+'y‘1h(x)2’ SED
0, x ¢ Q

w(z) = Lyh(z) — Lyh(x)Q(x) te(@) + a(h(z))

Q={zeR":w(z) <0}

Fig. 2. Closed-form optimal and safe control using the composite soft-
minimum CBF (I0). Control minimizes cost .J subject to safety constraint.

To prove |(b), since d is positive on cl €, it follows
from , , and that for all z € R", A(z) > 0.
Since, in addition, v > 0 and & is nonnegative on S, it
follows from that for all z € S, u(x) > 0.

To prove let @ € bd €2, which implies that w(a) =0
and d(a) > 0. Thus, —w(a)/d(a) = 0, and (I8) implies that
) is continuous on bd Q. Since, in addition, f, g, Q7% ¢,
h, and ' are continuous on R™, it follows from (14), (18),
and (]E[) that \ is continuous on R™, which combined with
(T6) and (T7) implies that w and p are continuous on R™.

To prove note that f, g, @Q~', ¢, @ and h are locally
Lipschitz on R™. Since %’ is locally Lipschitz on D, it follows
from (T4) and (T9) that w and d are locally Lipschitz on D.
Thus, (I8) implies that A is locally Lipschitz on D, which
combined with (T6) and (I7) implies that « and p are locally
Lipschitz on D. O

Figure [2] is a block diagram of the control (), (10),
and (I4)-(19), which is the closed-form solution to the
quadratic program (T3) that relies on the composite soft-
minimum CBF h. The next theorem is the main result on
safety using this control.

Theorem 2. Consider (2), where is satisfied, and

consider u given by (6), (I0), and (T4)—(19). Assume that

1’ is locally Lipschitz on S, and for all « € B, Lyh(z) # 0.
Let 29 € SNC. Then, for all t € I(zg), z(t) € SNC C Ss.

Proof. Since h’ is locally Lipschitz on S, it follows
from [(d)] of Theorem [I] that u is locally Lipschitz on S. Next,
let a € bd S, which implies that h(a) = 0. Thus, —
imply that

Lyh(a) + Lyh(a)u(a) = Lih(a) — Lyh(a)Q(a) ' c(a)

+ Lyh(a)Q(a) ' Lyh(a)" A(a)

_ {0=
w(a),

> 0.

a€f)
a¢Q

Hence, for all # € bd S, Lyh(z) + Lgh(z)u(z) > 0.
Thus, [36, Theorem 4.7] implies that S is forward invariant
with respect to (2).

Next, let g € SNC. Since zg € S and S is forward

invariant, it follows that for all ¢ € I(xo), h(x(t)) > 0. Thus,
(T1), Proposition [1] and (7) imply that for all ¢ € I(zo),
bja;—1(x(t)) > 0. Since, in addition, z9 € C; C SNC, it
follows from Lemma [I| that for all ¢ € I(x¢), z(t) € C,.
Thus, for all ¢ € I(xzg), x(t) € C, which implies that for all
t e I(xg), xz(t) eSNC. O

The control (@), (TI0), and (T4)—(19) relies on the Lie

derivatives Lyh and Lgh, which can be expressed as

4
th(l‘) = Zﬂj(I)Lfbjﬁj—l(z)?

¢
= Z Bj(x) [L;fj hj(x)
j=1
+ Z L?+1a]’dJ_2_k(bJ)dJ_2_k(‘r))i|7
k=0

4
Lyh(z) = Zﬁj(x)Lgbj,dj—l(l“)

4
= Bi(@) Ly LY " hy(x),
j=1

where
Bj(x) £ exp p(h(x) — bj.a;—1(x)).

It follows from and that Z§:1 Bj(z) = 1, which
implies that for each « € R”, Lsh(x) and Lyh(x) are
convex combinations of L by 4, —1(x),...,Lsbeg,—1(x) and
Lgbi g, —1(2),..., Lgbsq,—1(x), respectively. The next result
follows from this observation and provides a sufficient
condition such that for all z € B, Lyh(z) # 0.

Proposition 4. Assume |(A1)|is satisfied, and assume for
all z € B, 0 & conv{LyLP ' ha(x), ..., LeL§  hy(x)}.
Then, for all x € B, Lyh(x) # 0.

Proposition [] provides a sufficient condition such that
Lyh(z) # 0 for all = € B. However, this condition is not
necessary.

Next, we present an example to demonstrate the control (6],

(T0), and (T4)-(19).

Example 1. Consider the nonholonomic ground robot
modeled by (@), where

v cos 0 0 Qx
__|vsinf 10 0 gy |
f(l')— O ,g(il')— 1 va_ v 7u_|:u2:|7
0 0 1 0

and ¢ £ [q, ¢y ]7 is the robot’s position in an orthogonal
coordinate system, v is the speed, and 0 is the direction of the

velocity vector (i.e., the angle from [1  0]T to [¢x ¢y ]T).

Consider the map shown in Figure 3] which has 6 obstacles
and a wall. For j € {1,...,6}, the area outside the jth
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Fig. 3. Safe set Ss, and closed-loop trajectories for 4 goal locations.

obstacle is modeled as the zero-superlevel set of
. — ax,j (gx—bx,5) A
hj (fZ?) o ‘ [aywj(Qy_by,j):| Hp €

where by ;, by j, ax j, 0y j,¢j,p > 0 specify the location and

dimensions of the jth obstacle. Similarly, the area inside the
wall is modeled as the zero-superlevel set of

hr(z) = ¢7 — || [3§133§]||pv

where ay 7, ay 7, c7,p > 0 specify the dimension of the space
inside the wall. The bounds on speed v are modeled as the
zero-superlevel sets of

hs(ﬁ) =9- v,

(20)

2

ho(z) = v + 1. (22)

The safe set Ss is given by @) where ¢ = 9. The projection
of Sy onto the gx—¢gy plane is shown in Figure @ Note that
for all = € S;, the speed satisfies v € [—1,9]. We also note
that is satisfied with d; = do = ... = d7 = 2 and
dg =dg = 1.

Let ¢a = [qax qa,y ]T € R? be the goal location, that is,
the desired location for ¢. Then, consider the desired control

o) 2 [0 0],

U, () 29

where g, , uq,,? : R* — R are

ug, (z) £ —(k1 + k3)v + (1 + kiks)|lq — qal|2cos ¥ (z)

+ ki(kalg — gall2+v) sin? ¢(x), (24)

£k —— |si 25
@) & (bt ) S @
P(z) £ atan2(gy — qay, G« — Gax) — 0+, (26)

and k1 = 0.2,k; = 1, and k3 = 2. Note that the desired

Qx, 9y

4x Gy Gdx e “qdy

up = == ug

t (s)

Fig. 4. gx, ¢y, v, 0, u and uq for gqq = [3 4.5]T.

control is designed using a process similar to [37, pp. 30-31],
and it drives [gx gy |T to gq but does not account for safety.

We consider the cost (3), where Q(z) = I and ¢(z) =
—ugq (). Thus, the minimizer of (3) is equal to the minimizer
of the minimum-intervention cost ||u — uq(z)]|3.

We implement the control (6), (I0), and (T4)—(I9) with
p =10, v = 10, a1 9(h) = ... = ayo(h) = 7h, and
a(h) = 0.5h. The control is updated at 1 kHz.

Figure [3] shows the closed-loop trajectories for xzy =
[-1 -85 0 /2] and 4 different goal locations:
qga = [3 45]T, qa = [-7 0]T, ga = [7 1.5]T, and
qga =[—1 7]T. In all cases, the robot position converges to
the goal location while satisfying the safety constraints.

Figures [ and [5] show the trajectories of the relevant signals
for the case where g4 = [3 4.5]T. Figures {4| shows that
the robot position converges to the goal location and that
the control is equal to the desired control except for ¢ €
[0.3,0.9]U[1.5,2.9]U[5, 5.6]. Figure [5| shows that &, min b, ;,
and min h; are positive for all time, which implies trajectory
remains in SNC C S. A

VI. SAFETY WITH INPUT CONSTRAINTS

This section extends the approach of Section[V]to guarantee
safety subject to input constraints (e.g., actuator limits).



Fig. 5.

IT.

h, minb; ;, and min h; for gqq = [3 4.5

Specifically, we use the composite soft-minimum CBF (T0)
to construct a closed-form optimal control that not only
guarantees safety but also respects specified input constraints.
We reconsider the system (2), safe set (@), and cost
(). Next, let ¢1,...,¢¢, : R™ — R be continuously
differentiable, and define the set of admissible controls

UE{ueR™: ¢1(u) 20,...,¢,(u) >0} SR™. (27)

We assume that for all w € U and all k € {1,2,...,0,},
1 (u) # 0.

The objective is to design a full-state feedback control
such that for all ¢ > 0, J(x(¢),«(t)) is minimized subject to
the safety constraint that z(t) € Ss and the input constraint
that u(t) € U.

A. Control Dynamics to Transform Input Constraints into
Controller State Constraints

To address safety with input constraints, we introduce
control dynamics. Specifically, consider the control u that
satisfies

o(t) = fe(wc(t)) + gel@e(t))u(@(t), c(t)),
u(t) = hc(xc(t))y

where z.(t) € R is the controller state; z.(0) = 2o € R"*
is the initial condition; f. : R — R", g : R — R™<X™,
and h. : R™ — R™ are locally Lipschitz on R™<; and
@ : R — R™ is given by the closed-form solution to a
quadratic program presented later in this section.

Define

(28)
(29)

Se & {xe € R™ : he(z.) €U}, (30)

which is the set of controller states such that the control is
in the set of admissible controls U/. Thus, using the control
dynamics (28) and (29) transformed the input constraint (i.e.,
u(t) € U) into a constraint on the state of the controller (i.e.,
zc(t) € So).
Next, consider the cascade of (@), 28), and (29), which is
given by ) R
&= f(2)+ g(2)a, €29)

I T e L e

Te fc(xc)
Ara\ A 0 LA ZTo
g(l‘) = |:gc(1'c):|, Zo = |:ch:|7 (33)
and 7 £ n + n.. Define
S 28, xS, (34)

which is the set of cascade states & such that the safety
constraint (i.e., z(t) € S;) and the input constraint (i.e.,
u(t) € U) are satisfied. The next result summarizes this
property.

Proposition 5. Assume that for all ¢t > 0, Z(t) € S.. Then,
for all t > 0, z(t) € Ss and u(t) € U.

Proof. Let t1 > 0. Since &(t1) € S,, it follows from (34)
that (t1) € Ss and z.(t1) € S.. Since z.(t1) € S, it
follows from and that u(t,) € U. O

The functions f., g. and h. are selected such that the
following conditions hold:

(C1) There exists a positive integer d. such that for all
Ze ed 85’ Ly he(ze) = Lgc%fcillc(xc) ==
Lg. L "he(ze) = 0 and Lg, Ly he(zc) is nonsin-
gular.

(C2) There exists a positive integer ¢ such that for all
ke{l,2,...,4,} and all z. € S;, Ly ¢ (hc(zc)) =
Lg. Ly ¢(he(ze)) = - = LgCL§:2¢K(hC(IC)) =0
and Ly LS pn(ho(zc)) # 0.

Note that f;, g, and h. can be designed such that [[CI)|
and [(C2)] are satisfied. The following example provides one
construction of f., g., and h. such that and are
satisfied. In particular, this example provides a linear time-

invariant controller such that and are satisfied.
Example 2. Let

fc(xc) = Acxm gc(‘rc) = Bm hc(xc) = chcv

where A, € R %" B, € R"**™ (., e R™*" and C.B,
is nonsingular.

First, note that L, hc(z.) = CcB,. Since C.B. is
nonsingular, it follows that is satisfied with d, = 1.
Next, note that Ly ¢y (he(zc)) = @) (he(xc))CeBe. Since
C.B. is nonsingular and for all z. € S, ¢/, (hc(zc)) # 0, it
follows that [(C2)| is satisfied with ¢ = 1. Thus, any linear
time-invariant controller with C.B, is nonsingular satisfies
[[CT)|and [(C2)] For example, we could let a > 0, Ac = —al,,,
B. =1, , and C, = I,,_, which implies that the controller
is low pass. VAN

Next, let = £+, Unless otherwise stated, all statements
in this section that involve the subscript j are for all j €
{1,2,...,¢}. Let h;: R™ — R be defined by

(7)) & h;(x),
) {asj_e(hc(xc)),

if je{1,2,...,0},

ifje{l+1,0+2,....,0+4,},
(35)



and define

Jjé dj+dca
G,

The following result demonstrates that fL has well-defined
relative degree d with respect to the cascade l)ti on
Ss; however, relatlve degrees dy, .. d are not all equal.

if 7€{1,2,...,¢},

36
ifje{l+1,0+2, ..., (36)

0+ 0,}.

Proposition 6. Consider (2), where [(AT)]is satisfied, and
consider (28) and (]Zg[) where [(CT)] and [(C2)| are satisfied.
Then, for all & SS,Lh()—LLh():---:
LgLfﬁiLJ»(;@) =0 and LgL “hy(2) #£0.

Proof. Leta € {1,2,...,¢}, and it follows from |(A1l)[and

(C1)|that[(A2)]in Appendixis satisfied for x1, x2, f1, 91, fo,
g2, Xl’ XZ’ 51’ 52, 1, T2 equal to Ty Ley f g, fca Jes SS’ Sc’
ha, he, da, dg, respectively. Thus, it follows from Theorem Bl
in Appendlx!that Liha(2) = - = L Ld Fe=2h (#) =0

and LgL‘;”C_lha( &) = [L, Ld “he(z )]L L{ ™ he(ze).
Since, in addition, {(A1)|implies that LyL* ' hq, ( ) # 0 and
(C1)| implies that L, Ld < he (z¢) is nonsmgular it follows
that L, Lj atde=1p ( ) 7é 0, which confirms the result for
je{1,2,... ¢},

Letbe {{+1,£+2,...,¢} and leti € {0,1,...¢ —1}.
Next, it follows from that L}hb(i) = L;(bb_g(hc(zc)) =
Ljé_lLfc¢b—Z(hc(xc)) = = Ljfc¢b—é(hc(xc))’ which
combined with (33) implies that
LoLiho(#) = Lg Ly, dv-e(he(we)) = Lo Ly, $po(he(xc)).

Thus, |(C2)| implies that Lyhy () = --- = LgL;‘%(fs) =0
and L;LS "hy(#) # 0, which combined with (36) confirms
the result for j € {£+1,042,...,7}. O

B. Composite Soft-Minimum CBF

Proposition [6] implies that the cascade (3T)-(33) with the
CBFs hl,.. hy satlsfy . where f g, T, SC, 4, 3, hyj,

and d; are replaced by f g, T, Sc, E 7 h and d Thus, the
composite soft-minimum CBF construction in Section [[V] can
be applied to the cascade @)—@ in order to construct a
single CBF from the CBFs hq, .. hg, which do not all have
the same relative degree. Note that hi, .. h describe the
set Ss = S5 X S, that combines the safe set S and the set S,
of controller states such that the control is in the admissible
set U. Thus, the composite soft-minimum CBF can be used
to address both safety and the input constraints.

First, let b;o(2) £ h;(#). For i € {0,1...,d; — 2}, let
&;.4: R — R be a locally Lipschitz extended class-K function,
and consider Z;j’i+1 :R™ — R defined by

b1 (#) 2 Lsbsi(®) + A,4(bi(2)).
dj — 1}, define
Cyi 2 {& € R™:b;,(&) > 0}.

(37

Forie {0...,

Next, define

and

Let p > 0, and consider / : R” — R defined by
h(z) £ softminp@l’d}f (%), 52 dp1 (&), by, -1

and define X o
S & {3 € R": h(2) > 0},

which is the zero-superlevel set of h. Next, define
B2 {iebd8: L;h(i) <0},

The next result is a corollary of Proposition [2] which is
obtained by applying Proposition [2] to the cascade (31)—(33).

Corollary 1. Consider (), where [(AT) is satisfied, and
consider (28) and (29), where and [(C2)] are satisfied.
Assume that 7/ is locally Lipschitz on S, and for all & € B,
L;h(2) # 0. Then, SN C is control forward invariant.

Corollary |1 I provides conditions under which SnccéS.
is control forward invariant. In this case, & is a CBF that
can be used to generate a control such that for all ¢ > 0,

#(t) € SNC c 8., which implies that z(t) € S, and
u(t) € U.

C. Surrogate Cost

The CBF £ can be used to generate a control that satisfies
the input and safety constraints; however, we cannot directly
apply a quadratic program similar to (T3) because the cost
J given by (@) is a function of u rather than @. Thus, we
introduce a surrogate cost such that minimizing the surrogate
cost tends to minimize J.

Consider uq : R — R™ defined by

ua(2) £ —Q(x)'e(x),

which is the minimizer of @ Next, let 04, = 1, and consider
Qg : R® — R™ defined by

(39)

d

ad(A)é(L L% he(a ) (Z (L ua(2)

?

o

3 hc(m)) : (40)
where 0g,01,...,04.-1 > 0 are selected such that
U(s)A ¢+ 0q4, _ 5% Y4 og, _os%2 4. 4 oys+ 00

has all its roots in the open left-hand complex plane.

The following result considers the closed-loop (), [28),
and (29) system under @q. This result demonstrates that
the trajectory of closed-loop system under @gq converges



exponentially to the trajectory of (Z) under the ideal control
uq that minimizes .J.

Proposition 7. Consider ), where [(AT)] is satisfied, and
consider and (29), where [(C1)|is satisfied and (%) =

1q(Z). Then, the following statements hold:

(a) The error u — uq(Z) satisfies

di

dc
> oi—=[u(t) — ua(&(t))] = 0. 1)
=0

det

(b) For all &y € R™, limy_,o0[u(t) — uq(2(t))] = 0 expo-
nentially.
(c) Assume that () is bounded. Then, for all &, € R?,
lim |J(z(t),u(t)) — J(x(t), ua(2(t)))

t—o0

=0.

(d) Let xy € R”, and assume z.y € R™e i_s such that for
i€{0,1,...,d. — 1}, L}Chc(xco) = L}ud(ﬁ:o). Then,
w(t) = uq(&(t)).

Proof. To prove|(a)l it follows from that the d.th time
derivative of u along and is ulde) = L‘fcz he(ze) +
Lg L™ he(ac)ii(2). Since, in addition, @ = iq and oq, =
1, substituting (@0) yields

de—1

e . — i . i
u= L}lfud(x) + Z o; (qud(x) —Lfchc(xc)). (42)
i=0

dide

Next, [[AT)| and [[CT)]imply that[(AZ)|in Appendix [[]is satisfied
for x1, x2, f1, 91, f2, g2, X1, X, &1, &, 71, T2 equal
to x, Te, [, g, fer Ger Sss Ses Ry, he, dj, dc, respectively.
Thus, it follows from Lemma [ in Appendix [| with 7 = ugq
that Lyua(#) = LgLjua(d) = -+ = L;,Ljic*lud(fc) = 0.
Thus, for i € {0,1,...,d.}, the ith time derivative of (39)
along (BI)-(33) is

dt
Similarly, for ¢ € {0,1,...,d.—1}, it follows from that
the ith time derivative of (29) along (28) is

uq(2) = L}ud (). (43)

K2

@’ll/ = Lscc hc(zc)-

Finally, substituting (43) and {@4) into (#2)) yields @I}, which
confirms

To prove [(b)] since all roots of o are in the open left-
hand complex plane, it follows from (@) that for all
&9 € R™, limy_, o [u(t) — uq(2(¢))] = 0 exponentially, which
confirms

To prove define ue 2 u—wug(®). Thus, u = ue +ug (),
and it follows from () and (39) that

T, ) = (e + ua(@)) Q) (e + ua(#))
Fefa) (e + ual2))

= %u?@(m)ue + uq(2) T Q(x)ue + c(2) Tue

(44)

+ @ Q) ua(@) + (o) T 2)

1 .
= §u;FQ(x)ue + J(x,uq(2))

which implies that J(z,u) — J(z,ua(2)) = 2ulQ(z)ue.
Since, in addition, lim; ,~ ue(t) = 0 and @ is bounded, it
follows that lim;_, oo [J (2 (), u(t)) — J(x(¢), ua(Z(¢)))] = 0,

which confirms .
To prove since for i € {0,1,...,dc—1}, L} he(co) =
L’fud (Zo), it follows Afrom and that for 7 €

{0,1,...,de — 1}, Lu(t)|imo= Lrua(@(t))|t=o. which
combined with @T)), implies that u(t) = uq(Z(¢)). O

Proposition [7] implies that the control dynamics (28]
and (29) with & = 44 yields a control u that converges
exponentially to the minimizer uq of J. Thus, we consider
the surrogate cost function J:R™ x R™ — R defined by

J i) 2 Sl - da(@)3 @s)
In the next subsection, we design a control & with the goal
that for all ¢ > 0, J(&(¢),4(&(¢)) is minimized subject to
the constraint that &(t) € SNnC c 8., which implies that
the safety constraint (i.e., x(¢) € Ss) and the input constraint
(i.e., u(t) € U) are satisfied.

D. Closed-Form Optimal and Safe Control with Input Con-
straints

Let v > 0, and let & : R — R be a locally Lipschitz
nondecreasing function such that «(0) = 0. For all Z € R®,
consider the control given by

1
argmin J (&, @) + =yfi?

a(z), p(z)) & (46a)
( ( ) ( )) wER™, nER 2

subject to

Lh(2) + Lyh(2)ii + o(h(£)) + fih(£) > 0. (46b)

Proposition [3] applied to the cascade (31)~(33) implies that if
for all # € B, Lyh(&) # 0, then the quadratic program (@6)
is feasible.

The following result provides a closed-form solution for
the control 4(z) that satisfies (46). This result is a corollary
of Theorem |1} which is obtained by applying Theorem
with the constrained optimization (#6) and cascade (31)-(33)

replacing (13) and (2).
Corollary 2. Assume that for all 2 € B, Lyh(i) # 0.
Then,

(%) = (@) + Lyh(2)"A(&) (47)
where
) _th(gz) + Lyh(#)ia(2) + a(h()) ccd
A(E) = Lih(2)Lyh(2)T +~~1h(2)2 ’
0, &¢Q,
(48)
and
QO = {2 € R": L;h(2) + Lyh(#)ia(®) + a(h(2)) < 0}



Figure [§] illustrates the architecture of the control {28),
9). @B7)—@0), and @E7)—@9). The following corollary is
the main result on safety- and input-constraint satisfaction
using this control. This corollary is a consequence of applying
Theorem 2] to the cascade (BI)-(33).

Corollary 3. Consider @), where is satisfied, and
consider u given by @8), 29), (37)-(@0), and @E7)-E9),
where |(C1)[ and |(C2)| are satisfied. Assume that ' is locally
Lipschitz on S, and for all & € B, L, h( ) # 0. Let & €
SNC. Then, for all t > 0, &(t) € SNC, z(t) € S, and
u(t) € Y.

E. Ground Robot Example Revisited with Input Constraints
We present an example to demonstrate the control (28),

9. B7)-(@0), and ET)-ED.

Example 3. We revisit the nonholonomic ground robot
from Example [I] and include not only safety constraints but
also input constraints. The safe set Sg and the desired control
uq are the same as Example [T} that is, k1, ..., hg are given
by 20)—[22) and uq is given by (23)-(26).

In this example, we also consider control input constraints.
Specifically, the control must remain in the admissibile set
U is given by (27), where

¢1(u) =4 — uy, P2(u) = uy +4,
$3(u) =1 — ug, Pa(u) = ug + 1,

which implies 4 = {u € R |u;|< 4 and |up|< 1} and
¢=13.

We consider the controller dynamics (28) and (29), where
fes ge, and h. are given by Example l 2] with A, = —1I,
B = I, and C; = I,. Thus, [[CT)|and [[C2)] are satisfied with
de =1and ( =1, and it follows from Example [T and (36)
thatd1 d7—3 dg—d9—2 anddlo— —d13:1

We implement the control (28), (29), (37)—@0), and @E7)—
with p = 10, v = 100, &10(h) = ... = ds0(h) = h,
d11(h) = ... = d&p1(h) = 2.5h, ar79(h) = 6h, a71(h) =
h, g o(h) = &g o(h) = 10h, a = 0, and oy = 1. The control
is updated at 1 kHz.

Figure [7| shows the closed-loop trajectories for &y =

[-1 -85 0 % 0 0]T with 4 different goal locations
=[3 45]%, ga = [-7 0]%, ga = [7 1.5]%, and
ga =[—1 7]T. In all cases, the robot position converges to

the goal location while satisfying safety and input constraints.

Figures [8] and [0] show the trajectories of the relevant signals
for the case where gq = [3 4.5]". Figure |§| shows that h,
min b] i» and min h are positive for all time, which implies
that « remains in S and u remains in U. A

VII. CONCLUDING REMARKS

This article presents several new contributions. First,
Section [[V] presents a method for constructing a single
composite soft-minimum CBF (10) from multiple CBFs,
which can have different relative degrees. Proposition [2] is
the main result of Section [V} and it shows that the zero-
superlevel set of the composite soft-minimum CBF describes
the control forward invariant set S N C, which is a subset

of the safe set S;. Next, Section |Z| uses the composite soft-
minimum CBF (I0) in a constrained quadratic optimization
to construct a closed-form optimal control that guarantees
safety. Theorem [2] is the main result of Section [V] and this
theorem shows that the closed-form optimal control @ @),
and (T4)-(T9) guarantees safety. Finally, Section [VI] extends
the approach to construct a closed-form optimal control that
not only guarantees safety but also respects input constraints.
The key elements in the development of this novel closed-form
control include the introduction of the control dynamics (28)
and (29) and the surrogate cost (#3)), and most importantly, the
use of the composite soft-minimum CBF to compose safety
and input constraints, which have different relative degrees,
into a single CBE. Corollary [3]is the main result, which shows
that the closed-form optimal control 28), 29), (37)-®#0),
and @7)-(@9) guarantees both safety- and input-constraint
satisfaction.

We note that the approach in this paper to generate a closed-
form control that satisfies safety and input constraints can
be directly extended to address input rate constraints (and
constraints on higher-order time derivatives of the input).
To accomplish this, the control dynamics (28) and (29)
are designed such that its relauve degree d. is greater
than the positive integer r, where dtru is the highest-order
time derivative of the control that has a constraint. In this
case, constraints on u, %u, R (?tru are transformed into
constraints on the controller state x, using the approach in
Section [V1l

In this work, the log-sum-exponential soft minimum () is
used to compose multiple state constraints and multiple input
constraints into a single constraint. In other words, the zero-
superlevel set of the soft minimum (T is an approximation
(subset) of the intersection of the zero-superlevel sets of
the arguments of the soft minimum. See Proposition [T
Thus, the log-sum-exponential soft minimum can be used to
approximate the intersection of zero-superlevel sets. Similarly,
the log-sum-exponential soft maximum can be used to
approximate the union of zero-superlevel sets. See [30] for
more details.

APPENDIX I
RELATIVE DEGREE OF A NONLINEAR CASCADE

This appendix examines the relative degree of a cascade
of nonlinear systems. The results in this appendix are needed
for Proposition [] and Proposition [7] in Section [VIl Consider

#1(t) = fi(z1(t)) + g1(z1(t))us(t), (50)
Ba(t) = fa(z2(t)) + ga(w2(t))ua(?), (€2))

where for i € {1,2}, z;(t) € R™ is the state, z;(0) = z;0 €
R™ is the initial condition, and u;(t) € R™: is the input.
Let & : R™ — R and & : R — R™'. We make the
following assumption:
(A2) For i € {1,2}, there exists X; € R™ and a positive
integer 7; such that for all z; € X&;, Ly, &(x;) =
Lo Ly &i(x;) = -+ = L VLLTI gt(xz) = 0 and
Lg, L™ (i) # 0.



3 e = fc(-’”c) + gc(mc)ﬁ} 1 te he i ¢

P — |
|| dz) = da(®) + Lah(2)"A(#) <_f l
1 L@ +Loh@)8a@)+a(h@) . A [ de : : ‘
al {_ L@ L@ b1 ThE? ”’; b ia_|8a(®) = (Lo Lf: helze)) : (Z"i (Lhua(@) - L}chc(zc))) |
1 . i ¢Q, i—0 l
Q= (& € R : L;h(#) + Lyh(@)ia(@) + a(h(a)) < 0} ua(®) = -Q(2) "' c(a) 3

Fig. 6. Closed-form optimal and safe control with input constraints. Control uses the composite soft-minimum CBF h to guarantee safety with input
constraints. Control minimizes cost J subject to safety and input constraints.
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Fig. 7. Ss and closed-loop trajectories for 4 goal locations. 0

Assumption [(A2)] implies that &; has relative degree r; with
respect to &; = fi(x;) + gi(x;)u; on X;.
Next, we consider the cascade of (30) and (31), where
uy = &a(x2), which is given by
&= f(2) +§(#)uz, (52)
y = h(Z), (53)

PN [331]7 @) 2 [f1(x1) +o(r)&(e)| sy

fa(2) ’
Fig. 8. gx. gy, v, 0, u, ug, & = [Q1 @27, and 4q = [Ga, Tdy 1T

9(2) 2 [gZ(Omz)]’ h(#) 2 & (21). (55) forga=[3 45]T.

The following preliminary results are needed.

Lemma 2. Consider (]3_0[)—@, where is satisfied.  (a) Let j € {0,1,...,r; — 1}. Then, Ljﬁ(a?) = Ljflfl(xl).
For all £ € X} x &b, the following statements hold:



t(s)
Fig. 9. h, minb;;, and minh; for g4 = [3  4.5]T.
(b) Let j € {0,1,...,71 — 2}. Then, LgL;LiL(gz) =0.

Proof. To prove [(a)} we use induction on j. First, note
that Loh(2) = h(2) = & (xy) = L?«lfl(xl), which implies

that [(a)] holds for j = 0. Next, assume that [(a)] holds for
j=ac{0,1,...,r1 —2}. Thus,
L;ﬁlh(a@) =L fL‘;iz(f;) = L;L%, & (),

which combined with (54) and [(A2)] yields
LL}H’AL(JA?) = LE & (1) + [Ly, LY, &1 (1)]62(w2)
= L;;Hgl(xl)a

which confirms
To prove letb € {0,1,...,7 —2}, and it follows from
that Ly LEA(#) = Lo LY € (21) = 0. -

Let v : R™ — R% be continuously differentiable, and let
D :R™M*72 5 R be defined by 0(2) 2 v(xy).

Lemma 3. Let j be a positive integer. Then, there exists

Fy : Rmm’ ™" 5 RO guch that for all & € Xy x Xa,
L;ﬁ(iﬁ) Fj($17£2($2)aLf252(x2)a---aL};2€2(-T2))
+ Ly, v(21)] LY, M) (56)

Proof. We use induction on j. First, (34) implies that
Liifd) = Lv(m) = Ly v(n) + [Lyw(e)esles) =
Fi(z1) + [Lgv(21)|€2(22), where Fi(z1) = Lypv(z),
which confirms (36) for j = 1.

Next, assume that (56) holds for j = a € {1,2,...}. Thus,
L0 (@) = Ly Lo (2)
=L;F,+1L; [Lglu(azl)L;jgz(xz)}, (57)

where the arguments of F, are omitted. Next, note that it
follows from (54) that

OF,

“[f1(z1) + g1(z1)Ea(x2)]

L:;F, =2
f 8331

+§ OF, 3Llfv2§2(5€2)
8Lk 52 812

:Llea+[

2(2)

Faléa(z2) +Z aLk ];ZH (z2).
(58)

and

Li[ B0 g 6] = (1 0 15 60 w)) Gl
x (fi(@1) + g1(21)&2(22))

+ Lg,v(z1)L},62(22),
(59)

where ® is the Kronecker product,
T
%[Lgly(ml)}(n
G(x1> £ . )
T
aml [Lg V( 1)](@)
and [Lg,v(z is the ith row of Ly v(x

tuting (]3_3[) and q%;g[) into (57) yields

LG 0() = Fata + Lgyv(21) L, 62 (w2),

1). Thus, substi-

where
Fay1 =Ly Fo + [Lg Foléa(x2) + Z 8 L ()
+ (I @ L;;ng(xQ))TG(xl)
X (fi(z1) + 91(21)€2(22)),
which confirms (36) for j = a + 1. O

Lemma 4. Consider (30)-(53), where is satisfied.
For all z € X} x A%, the following statements hold:

(a) For j € {0,1,...,75 — 1}, LgLJfLﬁ(ac) = 0.
(b) LyL20(%) = [Lg,v(21)]Lg, L' &a(2).

Proof. 1t follows from Lemma [3] that for all positive
integers a,

LgL%0(2) = LyFa(a1, L§,6(x), ..., L *6a(2))

+ Ly ([Lg vl LG, €a(w2) )
Tve let j € {0,1,...,75 — 1}. Note that (53)
(

and [(A2)| imply that LgFj($1,€2(.732) Lf2 2¢0(x2)) = 0

and LQ([Lgly(xl)}L};lfg(arg)) =0, Wthh together with
confirms [(a)]

(60)

To prove it follows from (33) and
that LFTz(l‘l,fQ(]Jg),...,L;zizfg(l‘g)) = 0 and

Ly([Lg (@)L 6a(a2)) = [Ly V( D]Lg, L™ 6 (22),
Wthh together w1th (60) confirms O

The following result shows that the relative degree of
the cascade is greater than or equal to the sum of the
relative degrees. Furthermore, the relative degree of the



cascade is equal to sum of the relative degrees if and only if
[LglL}iilhl(xl)]ngerilhg(.’L‘Q) is nonzero.

Theorem 3. Consider (30)—(53), where is satisfied.
Then, for all £ € &} x X, the following statements hold:

(a) Forall j € {0,1,...,r + 15 — 2}, LgL;LiL(a:«) = 0.
(b) LgL?HTlil(i“) = [Lg, L}~ €1 (21)| L, L™ o (w2).

Proof. Define v(z1) = Lgflﬁl(xl) and (%) £ v(x).

To prove [(a)} it follows from Lemma [2] that for all j €
{0,711 = 2}, Ly k(&) = 0,

Next, let a € {ry — 1,71,...,71 + 7o — 2} and define
b2 a—r + 1. Thus, LgLf}iL(fc) = LngJ}L?_lﬁ(i) =
LngJ}f/(iﬂ). Since, in addition, b € {0, ...,y — 1}, it follows

from Lemma E| that LgL‘}h(i) = 0, which implies that for
all j € {r1 —1,r1,...,m1 + 712 — 2}, LgL}h(ﬁc) =0.

To prove note that LQL}“L”_%(:%) =
LQL;2L}171]AZ(JA3) = L§L’]}2I9(§:). Thus, Lemma [4| implies
that LyL72 %727 h(d) = [Lgv(21)]Lg, L "ea(an) =
[Lg, L7 €1 (w1)] Lg, L' o (2). O
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