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Abstract

This is the third part of four series papers, aiming at the delay compensation for the abstract
linear system (A, B, C'). Both the input delay and output delay are investigated. We first pro-
pose a full state feedback control to stabilize the system (A, B) with input delay and then design a
Luenberger-like observer for the system (A4, C') in terms of the delayed output. We formulate the
delay compensation in the framework of regular linear systems. The developed approach builds
upon an upper-block-triangle transform that is associated with a Sylvester operator equation.
It is found that the controllability /observability map of system (—A, B)/(—A, —C) happens to
be the solution of the corresponding Sylvester equation. As an immediate consequence, both
the feedback law and the state observer can be expressed explicitly in the operator form. The
exponential stability of the resulting closed-loop system and the exponential convergence of the
observation error are established without using the Lyapunov functional approach. The theo-
retical results are validated through the delay compensation for a benchmark one-dimensional

wave equation.
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1 Introduction

It is well known that the time-delay is ubiquitous in engineering practices. Since the Smith predictor
was introduced in [23], a fair amount of research results about the delay compensation have been
done for finite-dimensional systems. However, the control of infinite-dimensional systems with
time-delay is still a challenging problem and the corresponding results are much less than that
for finite-dimensional ones. In [13], [22] and [27], the input delay is compensated for the reaction-
diffusion equation by the method of partial differential equation (PDE) backstepping. These results
can be considered as more or less the extensions of delay compensation for the ordinary differential

equations (ODEs) discussed in [12] and [15]. When there are only finite unstable modes in the

*This work is supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China, No. 61873153.
"Email: fhyp@sxu.edu.cn.


http://arxiv.org/abs/2009.02046v1

open-loop system, the input delay can be compensated by the finite-dimensional spectral truncation
technique. See for instance [21] and [16].

Although arbitrarily small delay in the feedback may destroy the stability of the system [3], some
delays are still helpful to the system stability. When the output delay happens to be the propagation
time, the wave equation can be stabilized by a delayed non-collocated boundary displacement
feedback [1]. When the output delay equals even multiples of the propagation time, a direct
feedback can stabilize the wave equation exponentially [26]. Even the wave equation with nonlinear
boundary condition can be stabilized by the positive effect of the delay [5].

Stabilizations for one-dimensional wave and beam equations with arbitrarily long output delays
are discussed in [9] and [8] where the problem is solved by both observer and predictor: The state is
estimated in the time span where the observation is available; and the state is predicted in the time
interval where the observation is not available. Very recently, the idea used in [9] and [8] has been
extended to an abstract linear systems in [10, 19] and [18]. However, the systems considered in
[10] are only limited to the conservative system and even the common unstable finite-dimensional
linear systems do not belong to such class. Although the systems studied in [18] can be unstable,
the bounded control operator must be required.

Since the delay dynamics are usually dominated by a transport equation [32], the problem
of input or output delay compensation for infinite-dimensional systems can be described by a
PDE-PDE cascade system. In contrast with the ODE-PDE or PDE-ODE cascade, the control of
PDE-PDE cascade is much more complicated and the corresponding results are still fairly scarce.
Some results about this topic can be found in the monograph [11].

In this paper, we consider the delay compensation for general abstract linear systems. Both the
input delay and output delay are considered systematically. Let (A, B,C) be a linear system with
the state space Z, input space U and the output space Y. The problem is described by

2(t) = Az(t) + Bu(t — 1), y(t) =Cz(t — p), (1.1)

where y(t) is the measured output, u(t) is the control input, both of them are delayed by p and
T units of time, respectively. We will study the input and output delay compensation separately.
There are two key issues. The first one is about the stabilization of system (1.1) by the state
feedback, and the second one is on the design of state observer for system (1.1) in terms of the
delayed output y(t). Thanks to the separation principle of the linear systems, the output feedback
law of system (1.1) is almost trivial once these two key issues are addressed. The developed
approach is systematic and can be applied to the general regular linear systems which cover the
common transport equations, reaction-diffusion equations, wave equations and the Euler-Bernoulli
beam equations.

By writing the delay dynamics as a transport equation, the delay compensation for system
(1.1) then amount to controlling or observing a PDE-PDE cascade. In this paper, the main idea
of the PDE-PDE cascade treatment comes from the well known fact that the upper-block-triangle

matrix can be decoupled as a block-diagonal matrix by an upper-block-triangle transformation that



is associated with a Sylvester matrix equation. More precisely,
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where A1, As and @) are matrices with appropriate dimensions, I is the identity matrix on appro-
priate dimensional spaces and S is the solution of the Sylvester equation A;.S — SAs = Q. Owing
to the block-diagonal structure, either stabilization or observer design of the transformed system
diag(A;1, Az) is much simpler than the original upper-block-triangle matrix. We will treat the delay
compensation for general regular linear systems by following this idea. In our previous studies [(]
and [7], this idea has been used to compensate the actuator dynamics and sensor dynamics for
abstract linear systems. Different from [0] and [7] where at least one of A; and Aj is required to be
bounded, the delay compensation for infinite-dimensional systems considered in this paper always
leads to a PDE-PDE cascade system. Generally speaking, the Sylvester operator equation with un-
bounded operators is hard to be solved. Fortunately, we find that the controllability/observability
map of system (—A, B)/(—A,—C) happens to be the solution of corresponding Sylvester opera-
tor equation. As a result, the upper-block-triangle transformation that decouples the PDE-PDE
cascade system can be obtained explicitly.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present some preliminaries on the regular
linear systems. Section 3 investigates the vanishing shift semigroup which is used to describe the
delay dynamics. Section 4 considers a Sylvester operator equation that is crucial to the input delay
compensation. The state feedback is proposed to stabilize system (A, B) with the input delay in
Section 5. Sections 6 and 7 are devoted to the sensor delay compensation. The Sylvester operator
equation that is used to output delay compensation is considered in Section 6 and the Luenberger-
like observer is designed in terms of the delayed output in Section 7 where the exponentially
convergence of the observer is also proved. In Section 8, the developed approaches are applied to a
one-dimensional wave equation to validate the theoretical results. For easy readability, some results

that are less relevant to the delay compensator design are arranged in the Appendix.

2 Background on regular linear systems

This section presents a brief overview of the regular linear system theory. We only summarize the
results that will be used in the sections thereafter. We refer the interested reader to the references
[25, 28, 29, 30] and [31] for more details. We first introduce the definition of dual space with
respect to a pivot space that has been discussed extensively in [25] and is crucial in the theory of
unbounded control and observation.

Suppose that X is a Hilbert space and A : D(A) C X — X is a densely defined operator with
p(A) # 0. The operator A can determine two Hilbert spaces: (D(A), | - [j1) and ([D(A®)], ] - |-1),
where [D(A*)]" is the dual space of D(A*) with respect to the pivot space X, and the norms || - ||;



and | - ||-1 are defined by

zlly = I(8 = A)zlx, Ve DA,
B € p(A). (2.1)
lzll-1 = (8 — A)~'z|x, VzeX,

These two spaces are independent of the choice of 5 € p(A) since different choices of 8 lead to

equivalent norms. For brevity, we denote the two spaces as D(A) and [D(A*)] in the sequel. The
adjoint of A* € L(D(A*), X), denoted by A, is defined as

(Az, y)(pany,pan) = (@, A*y)x, Vo€ X, y € D(AY). (2.2)

It is evident that Az = Az for any x € D(A). So A € L(X,[D(A*)]') is an extension of A.
Since A is densely defined, such an extension is unique. By [25, Proposition 2.10.3], we have
(B—A) € L(X,[D(A")])) and (3—A)~! € L([D(A*)]', X) which imply that 8— A is an isomorphism
from X to [D(A*)]'.

Suppose that Y is the output Hilbert space and C € £L(D(A),Y). The A-extension of C with
respect to A is defined by

Caz = lim CA\— A)"'z, Vae D(Cy)={zc X |the limit exists}. (2.3)

A—400

Define the norm
Izllpcyy = lzllx + sup [CAX — A) " z|ly, V@€ D(Ch), (2.4)
Z A0

where A\g € R such that [Ag,00) C p(A). Then, it follows from [29, Proposition 5.3] that D(Cy)
with norm || - || p(c,) is a Banach space and Cx € L(D(C4),Y’). Moreover, we have the continuous
embeddings:

D(A) = D(Cy) — X — [D(AY)]". (2.5)

The following results are brought from [31]:

Proposition 2.1. Let X, U andY be the state space, input space and the output space, respectively.
The triple (A, B, C) is said to be a regular linear system if and only if the following assertions hold
true:

(i) A generates a Cy-semigroup et on X;

(ii) B € L(U,[D(A*)]") and C € L(D(A),Y) are admissible for the Cy-semigroup et;

(iii) Ca(s — A)"'B eaists for some (hence, for every ) s € p(A);

(iv) s — ||Ca(s — A)~'B|| is bounded on some right half-plane.

Definition 1. Let X and U be Hilbert spaces, let A be the generator of a Cy-semigroup et on
X and let B € L(U,[D(A*)]'). Then, F € L(D(A),U) stabilizes system (A, B) exponentially if the
following assertions hold:

(i) (A, B,F) is a regular triple;

(i) there exists an s € p(A) such that I is an admissible feedback operator for Fj (s — A)~'B;

(iii) A+ BF) generates an exponentially stable Co-semigroup e(A+BFa) on X



Definition 2. Let X and Y be the Hilbert spaces, and let A be the generator of a Cy-semigroup
At on X and C € L(D(A),Y). Then, L € L(Y,[D(A*)]') detects system (A, C) exponentially if
the following assertions hold true:
(i) (A,L,C) is a regular triple;
(ii) there exists an s € p(A) such that I is an admissible feedback operator for Cy (s — A)~1L;

(iii) A+ LC\ generates an exponentially stable Cy-semigroup e(ATLONE on X

3 Vanishing shift semigroup

It is well known that the time-delay dynamics can be modeled as a transport equation which is
usually associated with a vanishing shift semigroup. In this section, we introduce some preliminaries
on shift semigroup that is useful for delay compensations.

Let U be a Hilbert space with norm ||-||7. For any a > 0, we denote by L?([0, a]; U) the Hilbert

space of the measurable and square integrable functions from [0, ] to U. The inner product is
(D1, 92) £2((0,0):) / (1(x), d2(x))udm, ¥ ¢1,¢2 € L*([0,a];U). (3.1)
Define the operator Gy, : D(G,) C L([0,a];U) — L?([0,a];U) by

(Gﬁww=—£jm%erD = {f € HY([0,a];U) | f(0) =0}. (3.2)

Then, G, generates a vanishing right shift semigroup e“* on L?([0,a]; U), given by

(&ﬂﬁ@g:{f@_”’x_tzu v f € L([0,a]: U). (3.3)
0, r—1<0,
The adjoint of G, is
d
(Gaf)(@) = - flx), V feD(Ga) ={f e H'([0,a:U) | f(a) =0}, (3.4)
which generates a vanishing left shift semigroup
(e17) @) = { Jloth e tsas g e a0 (35)
0, zT+1t>a,

Obviously, both e“e? and e“a! are exponentially stable on L2([0,a]; U).
Let [H'(]0, a]; U)]’ be the dual space of H'([0, a]; U) with respect to the pivot space L2([0, a; U).
Define the operator B, : U — [H*([0,a]; U)] by

(Batt, f)m1(j0,a0)), 11 (0,010) = (us fO)v, ¥ f € HY(0,a);U), VueU (3.6)
and the operator C,, : D(C,) C L*([0,a];U) — U by

Cof = f(@), V f€ D(Cs)=H"([0,0];V). (3.7)



Lemma 3.1. For any a > 0, let G, By and C,, be defined by (3.2), (3.6) and (3.7), respectively.
Then, both B, € L(U,[D(GE)]') and Cy, € L(D(G,),U) are admissible for the vanishing right shift
semigroup e“t and

(A\—=Ga) !B, =E,, XeC, (3.8)

where the operator Ex € L(U,D(Cy)) is given by

A

Exu=e"u, z€[0,a], YueUl. (3.9)

Moreover, (Gy, Ba,Cy) is a reqular linear system.

Proof. Tt follows from (3.6) that the adjoint of B, satisfies BY, € L(D(G%,),U) and B f = f(0) for
any f € D(G}). From (3.5), we deduce that

/0 | BLeCat |t = /0 1 OIFdt = [1£122 000 | € DIGE), (3.10)

which implies that B} is admissible for et and thus, B, is admissible for eCet.

follows from (3.3) and (3.7) that C, € £(D(G4),U) is admissible for et
By a straightforward computation, it follows that p(G,) = p(G%,) = C and

Similarly, it

(0= Gu o) - (B (5= G2 )y

[D(GR),D(GY)

_ / (e, R (@))da — / <A %‘W% o (3.11)

07

= A/()“(e—xx% o(x))vdr + (u, ¢(0))r — )\/0 (e—A:c% é(2))rda
= (u,p(0))y, YueU, ¢ € D(GL), AeC,

which, together with (3.6), leads to (A — G4 )E\ = B,. This means that (3.8) holds. By (3.7), (3.8)
and (3.9), we conclude that Cq(A — éa)_lBau = CyF\u = e for any u € U. This implies
that Co(A — Go) ' By € L(U) and A — ||Ca(X — Go) ' By|| is bounded on some right half-plane.

Hence, (G, Bq, Cy) is a regular linear system. O

As in [24, Section 2.2], we define a subspace of L?([0,a]; U) by
Gp, = {f € L2([0,a;U) | Guf + Bau € L2([0,0];U),u € U} : (3.12)

For any f € Gp,, there exists a uy € U such that Gof + Baus € L*([0,]; U). This shows that
GoY(Gof + Bouy) = f + G3'Bauy € D(G,) and hence f € D(G,) + GZ'BoU. So we obtain
Gp, C D(G,) + é;lBaU. For any g = g1 + é;lBaug € D(G,) + é;lBaU with ¢; € D(G,) and
uy € U, a simple computation shows that Gag + Ba(—u,) = Gag1 € L*([0,a];U), which means
that g € Gp, and hence D(Gy) + G5 'B,U C Gp,. Therefore,

Gp, = D(G,) + G, B, U. (3.13)

@



By [24, Section 2.2], Gp, with inner product

115, = 1 1Z2qoaney + lurlE + IGaf + Baugllzeo,a) (3.14)

is a Hilbert space, where u; € U such that Gy f + Baus € L?([0,a];U). Tt follows from Lemma 3.1
that —G'BaU = {cy | cu(®) = u, z € [0,0],u € U} which, together with (3.2), (3.13) and (3.7),
gives

Gp, = HY([0,0];U) = D(C,). (3.15)

4 Sylvester equation associated with input delay

In this section, we consider a Sylvester equation that is closely related to the input delay compen-
sation. Let A be a generator of the Cy-semigroup et on Z. Suppose that B € L(U, [D(A*)]) is
admissible for e4*. Then, B* € L(D(A*),U) is admissible for e=4"*. By exploiting [25, Proposi-
tion 4.3.4, p.124], B*eA" (=" h = B*e= A" ") ¢ H'([0,7];U) for any h € D(A*) and 7 > 0. As a
consequence, we can define the operator S, : [H([0,7];U)) — [D(A*)]’ by

T *)]/ *) — B* A*(._T) 41
(S 1 2oy = (1.5 Z>WWM¢UWHWMﬂw )

for any z € D(A*) and f € [H'([0,7];U)]’. Suppose that g € L([0,7]; U). Then

-~ v pasy = (g, BXeA (=) :/T B* A (@)
(59, 2)p(a)),D(A%) <9, e Z>L2([0,—r};U) ; <9(:L"), e Z>Ud:n

= </ eA(m_T)Bg(m)dm,z> , Yze DA") C Z.
0 [D(A)],D(A*)

Since B is admissible for e=4*, we have N eAe-m B g(x)dz € Z which, together with (4.2), implies
that S, € £(L*([0,7];U), Z) and

(4.2)

A$g:/‘JWJU@@M% ¥ g € L*([0,7];0). (4.3)
0

This means that S; is an extension of the controllability map of system (—A, B), as defined in [2,
Definition 4.1.3, p.143].

Lemma 4.1. Let (A, B, K) be a regular linear system with the state space Z, input space U and
the output space U. Suppose that G, By and C; are defined by (3.2), (3.6) and (3.7) with o = T,
respectively. Then, the operator S; € L(L*([0,7];U), Z) defined by (4.1) satisfies:

S.B; = e "B € L(U,[D(A")]) (4.4)

and

vV feGp,, (4.5)
Kxe7S, f e,

where Gp_ is defined by (3.12) with o = 7.

{ AS,f— S.Gf = BC.f,



Proof. By (4.1) and (3.6), we deduce

(S;Bru, h>[D(A*)}’,D(A*) = <BTu, B*eA*('_T)h> = <u,B*e_A*Th>

[H([0,71;U)), H([0,7]5U) U (4.6)
:<€mBmh> , ¥ wueU, heD(AY),
[D(A*))",D(A*)
which leads to (4.4) easily. It follows from (3.2), (3.7) and (4.3) that
S:Grg = —/ eA(x_T)Bg'(a:)da: = —Bg(1) +f~1/ eA(x_T)Bg(x)dx
0 0 (4.7)

= —BC,g+ AS,g, VY ge D(G,),

which implies that the Sylvester equation AS, — S.G, = BC; holds on D(G,). For any f € Gg._,
by (3.13), f can be divided into two parts f = g5 + G;lBauf, where gr € D(G;) and uy € U. By
Lemma 3.1, Gy 'Byup = —Eouy = —uy. Owing to (3.13), (4.7) and g € D(G,), the first equation
of (4.5) holds if we can prove that

AS, Fouy — S.G,Equy = BC, Eguy. (4.8)
Actually, it follows from (4.4) that
— 8.G,Eyus = S,G(G7'Byug) = S, Brus = e A" Buy. (4.9)
By (3.7) and (4.3), it follows that
BC,Eguy — AS, Equs = Buy — fl/OT eA(x_T)Bufd:E = e_ATBUf, (4.10)

which, together with (4.9), leads to (4.8) easily. Therefore, the first equation of (4.5) holds.

Now, we prove the remaining part of (4.5). Since (A, B, K) is regular, we have

Kz / A9 By(s)ds € H(0,+00):U), ¥ g € HL([0,00);1). (4.11)
0
In particular, .
Ka / AT By(s)ds € U, ¥ g e H'([0,7];U). (4.12)
0
For any f € Gp,, it follows from (3.15) that f(r —-) € H'([0,7];U). Since B is admissible for
G_At,

TS f = eAT/ eA(x_T)Bf(x)dx = / eAme(a:)da: = / eA(T_m)Bf(T — z)dz, (4.13)
0 0 0

which, together with (4.12), leads to Kxe™ S, f € U. The proof is complete.
O

Lemma 4.2. Suppose that A is the generator of a Cy-semigroup et on Z, B € L(U,[D(A*)])
is admissible for et and K € L(D(A),U) is admissible for eAt. Then, for any 7 > 0, K €
L(D(A),U) stabilizes system (A, B) exponentially if and only if KeA™ € L(D(A),U) stabilizes
system (A, e‘ATB) exponentially.



Proof. By Lemma 9.1 in Appendix, both e~ B and KeA™ are admissible for e, For any A € p(A),

a simple computation shows that
Kx(A\— A)'B = Ky [e*™(\ — A)—le—fif] B = (Ke*)\(\— A)le 4B, (4.14)

where (KeA7), is the A-extension of KeA™ with respect to A. By Proposition 2.1, (4, B, K) is
a regular triple if and only if (A, e‘ATB,K eAT) is a regular triple. Moreover, I is an admissible
feedback operator for K (A — fl)_lB is equivalent to that I is an admissible feedback operator for
(KeAT)A(\ — fl)_le_“iTB. Since €47 € L(Z) and

(A + e—f‘TBKAeAT> = (A + e—f‘TBKAef‘T) v=eAT(A4 BNz, Y2z,  (4.15)

A+ e A" BK A€47 is exponentially stable in Z if and only if A+ BK) is exponentially stable in Z.
Finally, the proof is completed by Definition 1. U

5 Input delays compensator design

This section is devoted to the input delay compensation. Let Z and U be Hilbert spaces. Suppose
that the operator A : D(A) C Z — Z generates a Cp-semigroup e* on Z and B € L(U, [D(A*)])

is admissible for e*. Consider the following linear system:
2(t) = Az(t) + Bu(t — ), 7> 0, (5.1)

where z(t) is the state and u : [—7,00) — U is the control that is delayed by 7 units of time. If we
let
¢(z,t) =ut —z), z€[0,7], t=>0, (5.2)

then, system (5.1) can be written as the delay free form:
2(t) = Az(t) + Bo(T,t),
or(x,t) + dpp(x,t) =0 in U, x € (0,7), (5.3)
¢(0,t) = u(t).

We consider system (5.3) in the state space Z,(U) = Z x L?([0,7];U) with the inner product

(21, /1) 7, (22, f2) Dz ) = (21, 22) 2 + (f1s ) 2oy Y (255 f5) T € 2:(U), j=1,2, (5.4)

where (-, ) 12(j0,-);0) 18 given by (3.1) with a = 7. In terms of G, B; and C; defined by (3.2), (3.6)

and (3.7) with o = 7, respectively, system (5.3) can be written as the abstract form
Z(t) = Az(t) + BCTA¢('7 t)a

! (5.5)
¢t('7 t) = GT¢('7 t) + BTu(t)'



Let Sy : [HY([0,7];U)] — [D(A*)] be defined by (4.1) and

Sz =@E+8f N, V(HT e z). (5.6)
By Lemma 4.1, S € £L(Z,(U)) is invertible and its inverse is given by

S ) = (=S LN, V) e Z). (5.7)

Suppose that (z,¢) € C([0,00); Z,(U)) is a solution of system (5.5). Inspired by [(], we introduce

the transformation
(é(t)7¢;('7t))—r = S(Z(t)7¢('7t))—r' (58)
By (4.4) and (4.5), the transformation (5.8) converts system (5.5) into

(5.9)

{ i(t) = A3(t) + e~ AT Bu(t),
ta('v t) = éT&(‘? t) + BTu(t)7

provided ¢(-,t) € Gp.. Since G is already stable, the stabilization of system (5.9) amounts to the
stabilization of the pair (A, e‘ATB). By Lemma 4.2, the stabilizer of (5.9) can be designed as

u(t) = KaeV2(t), t>0, (5.10)

where K € L(D(A),U) stabilizes system (A, B) exponentially. Under the feedback (5.10), we get
the closed-loop system of (5.9)

i(t) = A2(t) + e ATBK eATE(D),
- . (5.11)
G1(-t) = G (-, t) + By KpeATZ(t).
This transformed system can be written abstractly as
d  _ ~ B ~
E(Z(t),(]ﬁ(,t))—r = %(2(t)7¢(7t))T7 (512)
where % is given by
1[1 —ATBK At
= [T aet (5.13)
B Kpel™ G-
with .
Az + e BKp ez € Z
D) =17 ez ( e N . (5.14)
f G f+ B:Kpe™"z € L*([0,7];U)
Combining (5.8), (5.10) and (4.3), the stabilizer of the original system (5.5) is
u(t) = (KAEATy 0) (Z(t)7 55(7 t))T = (KAEATy 0) S(Z(t), qb(’ t))T
(5.15)

= Kpe [2(t) + Sro(-,t)] = Kpe2(t) + Ka /T eAxB(b(a;,t)dx,
0

10



under which the closed-loop system of (5.3) is:
5(t) = A=(t) + Bo(r,1),
Pr(x,t) + dz(x,t) =0 in U, x €(0,7), (5.16)

6(0,1) = K /0 " A B, t)dn + KneAT 5(1).

Define

A BC,
o = N A (5.17)
B.KxeAT G, + B;K\e?7S.

(7 Az + BCzfeZ
o= {< ) &) ‘ Grf + By KneT (S-f +2) € L*([0,7);U) } ' (5.18)

with

Then, the closed-loop system (5.16) can be written abstractly as

d
E(Z(t)7¢('7t))—r = ”Q{(Z(t)7¢('7t))—r7 t>0. (519)
Theorem 5.1. Let G, B; and C; be given by (3.2), (3.6) and (3.7) with « = 7 > 0, respectively.
Suppose that Sy is given by (4.1) and K € L(D(A),U) stabilizes system (A, B) exponentially.
Then, the operator < defined by (5.17) generates an exponentially stable Cy-semigroup e”t on
Z.(U). As a result, for any (2(0),¢(-,0)" € Z.(U), system (5.16) admits a unique solution

(z,0)7 € C([0,00); Z-(U)) that decays to zero exponentially in Z.(U) ast — oo.

Proof. By Lemma 4.1, the operator S; satisfies (4.3), (4.4) and (4.5). We first claim that < is
similar to %, i.e.,

Se/S™t = ofs and D(e%) = SD(), (5.20)

where S is given by (5.6).
For any (z, f)T € D(a%), (5.14) and (3.12) imply that f € G,. Moreover, KxeA™S, f € U due
to Lemma 4.1. Hence, it follows from (5.7) and (5.14) that

(Gr + B, Kpe Y S,) f + BrKae (2 — S, f) = G f + B, K2 € L2([0,7];U). (5.21)
Combine (4.5), (4.4), (5.14) and the fact S, € L(L*([0,7];U), Z) to get

Az — Spf) + BCof =Az—S,Grf = Az + e N BKyeA 2 — S, B Kne 2 — S,Gr f
) ) ) (5.22)
= (Az+ e_ATBKAeATz) —SA(G-f+ BTKAeATz) € Z,

which, together with (5.21), (5.18) and (5.7), yields S™(z, f) T € D(&). Hence D(a%) C SD()
due to the arbitrariness of (f,2)" € D(a%).
On the other hand, for any (z, f)T € D(), (5.18) and (3.12) imply that f € Gp._ and

Grf + B. K™ (S-f + 2) € LX([0,7];U). (5.23)
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It follows from (4.4), (4.5), (5.23) and the fact S, € L(L?([0,7];U), Z) that

Az + 8- f) + e By (2 + Sof) = Az + S.Gr f + BCof + S, B Kpe (2 + S, f)
_ ~ (5.24)
= (Az+ BCO,f)+ S, |Grf + B Kpe™ (S, f + z)] €Z.

We combine (5.23), (5.24), (5.6) and (5.14) to get S(z, f)T C D(%%) and hence SD(«7) C D(<%). In
summary, we arrive at SD(/) = D(%). Moreover, for any (z, f)T € D(a%), it follows from (5.14)
and (3.12) that f € Gp_. By virtue of (4.5), a simple computation shows that S&ZS™!(z, f)T =
s(z, f)T for any (2, f)T € D(a%). Hence, the similarity (5.20) holds.

Since K € L(D(A),U) stabilizes (A, B) exponentially, it follows from Lemma 4.2 that Ke’™ €
L(D(A),U) stabilizes (A, e=A™B ) exponentially. In particular, A+e AT B eAT generates an expo-
nentially stable Cy-semigroup e(A+67ATBKAeAT)t on Z and KeA7 is admissible for e(A+efATBKAeAT)t.
By Lemma 9.2 in Appendix, the operator 2% generates an exponentially stable Cy-semigroup e%?

on Z.(U). Owing to the similarity of 2% and 7, the operator &7 generates an exponentially stable
Co-semigroup et on Z,(U) as well. The proof is complete. O

Remark 5.1. When A is a matrix, it follows from (5.2) that the controller (5.15) takes form:

t

u(t) =K A=) Bu(s)da + Ke?2(t), t >, (5.25)

t—r
which is the same as those obtained from the spectrum assignment approach in [11], the “reduction
approach” in [!] and the PDE backstepping method in [12]. We point out that the Lyapunov

function has not been used in the stability analysis of our method. This avoids the difficulty about
the Lyapunov-based technique for stabilization of PDEs with delay. Another advantage of the
proposed approach is that we never need the target system as that by the backstepping approach.
This avoids the possibility that when the target system is not chosen properly, there is no state
feedback control and even if the target system is good enough, there is difficulty in solving PDE

kernel equation for the backstepping transformation.

6 Output delays and Sylvester equation

In this and next sections, we consider the output delay compensation, which is the most common
dynamic phenomena arising in control engineering practice. Consider the following system in the

state space Z, input space U and the output space Y:
5(t) = A(t) + Bu(t), y(t) = Caz(t — ), >0, (6.1)

where A : D(A) C Z — Z is the system operator, B € L(U,[D(A*)]') is the control operator,
C € L(D(A),Y) is the observation operator, u(t) is the control input, and y(¢) is the measurement
that is delayed by p units of time. Let ¢(x,t) = Crz(t — ) for = € [0, u] and ¢ > p. Then, system
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(6.1) can be written as

2(t) = Az(t) + Bul(t),

Pi(@,t) + a2, t) =0 In Y, z €0, p],

$(0,1) = Caz(t),

y(t) = (o 1)

We consider system (6.2) in state space Z,(Y) = Z x L([0, uJ;Y). The inner product of Z,(Y) is

given by (5.4) with = p and U =Y. In terms of the operators G, B, and C},, which are given
by (3.2), (3.6) and (3.7) with a = p and U =Y, respectively, system (6.2) can be written as

(6.2)

2(t) = Az(t) + Bul(t),
Gi(-,t) = G-, 1) + BuCaz(t), (6.3)
y(t) = Cunt (-, 1)

The following Theorem guarantees that the mapping from each initial data and control input signal

to the state and the output observation signal is continuous.

Theorem 6.1. Let G, B, and C, be given by (3.2), (3.6) and (3.7) with oo = pp and U =Y,
respectively. Suppose that (A, B,C) is a well-posed linear system in the sense of Salamon in [2/].
Then, system (6.3) is also well-posed: For any (2(0),%(-,0))" € Z,(Y) and u € L2 ([0,00);U),

system (6.3) admits a unique solution (z,9)" € C([0,00); Z,(Y)) that satisfies, for any T > 0,

there exists a positive constant Cp such that

T T
/0 ly()[I3-ds + 1((T), (. T)) || z,v) < Cr [/0 lu(s)1Fds + 11(2(0), (-, 0)) Tl 7,y | - (6.4)

Proof. Since z-subsystem is independent of 1-subsystem, the solution of (6.3) can be expressed

explicitly:
t Oaz(t — ), t—a >0,
2(t) = eM2(0) + / A9 Bu(s)ds, ety = 4 D) v (6.5)
0 Y(x —t,0), t—x<0,
where x € [0, u]. Moreover,
CAZ(t_M)a t—p=>0,
yt:CA¢7t :ZZ)/L,t: 6.6
(0= Gty =vimt) =4 O T (6.6)
and
¢ [t 5 1% )
[ st = a)lpdot [ ite ~t0)ldz, 0t <y
2 0 t
Hd}('vt)”LQ([O,M];Y) o
[ enste o)l da, t>
0
t - (6.7)
[ iexs@ide+ [ o 0)lpdr, 0<t<p
= ¢
| Iess@l da. =
\ Ji—p
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Since (A, B, () is well-posed, for any t > 0, there exists a Cy > 0 such that

t t
/0 ICaz(s)[IF-ds + [=(t)IIZ < Ce [||z(0)||22 +/0 HU(S)H2UdS:| : (6.8)
which, together with (6.5), (6.6) and (6.7), leads to (6.4) easily. The proof is complete. O

Let (A, C) be an observation system with the state space Z and output space Y. Suppose that
A generates a Cy-semigroup e4* on Z and C € L(D(A),Y) is admissible for e4*. As defined in [2,
Definition 4.1.12, p.154], for any p > 0, the observability map of system (—A, —C) is
W Z - L0, Y)

(6.9)
z— —Cpe 2z, z € 0,u], VzeZ

Since C' is admissible for the Cy-semigroup e~ 4, ¥, € £(Z, L*([0,p];Y)). For any f € D(G},) C
HY([0, u);Y), it follows from (2.2), (3.4), (3.6) and the fact [H'([0,u];Y)]' C [D(G},)]’ that

<éu\1'uz7 f> = <_CA6_A.Z= sz>

[D(GL))D(G}) L2([0,u];Y)

= — g e_AC’zi o oc=(Cz — g e A7Az, f(o o 6.10
[ (exete foso)) ao=(casoy - [Mre o nn floyyar 010

= (BuCz, f)ip)y,pey) T (Yudz, flrzouy), V2 € D(A).
Owing to the arbitrariness of f € D(G7,), (6.10) implies that the following Sylvester equation holds
in [D(GZ)]’:
é“\lfuz -V, Az = B,Crz, ¥ z€ D(A). (6.11)
Suppose that (A, F;,C) is a linear system with the state space Z, input space Y and the output
space Y. We define a subspace of Z by

Zplz{zeZ]flz—irFlyeZ,er}. (6.12)
As in [24, Section 2.2], Zp, with inner product
1200, = I21% + lly: I} + 1Az + Fiy.|% (6.13)

is a Hilbert space, where y, € Y such that Az + Py, e Z.
Lemma 6.1. Let Z and Y be Hilbert spaces. Suppose that A generates a Co-semigroup et on
Z, C € L(D(A),Y) is admissible for et and Fy € L(Y,[D(A*)]"). Then, Zp, defined by (6.12)
satisfies

Zrp, = D(A) + (A= ATIRY, M€ p(A). (6.14)

Suppose that Zp, C D(Cyp) and Gy, B, and C,, are defined by (3.2), (3.6) and (3.7) with o = p
and U =Y, respectively. Define the operator P, : (Z + F1Y) C [D(A*)]" — [D(G})] by

Pz = |B.Cx+ () — éu)\yu] (A= A)"z, Vze (Z+FY), (6.15)
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where X\ € p(A). Then, the following assertions hold true:

(i) P, is independent of A and is an extension of ¥, i.e.,
Poz=V,z, ¥V z€Z (6.16)
(i1) P, is satisfied by the following Sylvester equation on Zp, :
GuP,z — P,Az = B,Crz, YV 2 € Zp; (6.17)
(iii) P, and Cyup satisfy:
CunP, = —Cpre ™ € L(D(A),Y). (6.18)

Proof. For any z € Zp, C Z, there exists ay € Y such that Az+Fy € Z and hence ()\—fl)z—Fly €
Z for any A € p(A). As a result, z — (A — A)"'Fiy € D(A) and z € D(A) + (A — A)"'FY. So
Zp, € D(A)+ (A= A)~'FY. For any z = z; + (\ — A)"'Fiy. € D(A) + (\ — A)"'F1Y, where
z1 € D(A) and y. € Y, a simple computation shows that (A — A)z + F1(—y.) = A — A)z, € Z
and hence Az + Fly, € Z. By (6.12), z € Zp, and hence D(A) + (A — A)"'F\Y C Zp,. Therefore,
(6.14) holds.

Proof of (i). Since (A — A)~'z = (A — A)~'z € D(A) for any z € Z, it follows from (6.11) that

Pz = [BHCA + (A= G, (- A) Lz
= U, AN - A) 2 AT, (A - A) 2 (6.19)
=0, AN-A)AN-A) " 2=V,2 V 2€Z
Hence, P, is an extension of U ,.

Proof of (ii). For any zp, € Zp, by (6.14), there exist z € D(A) and y € Y such that
zp, = 2+ (A — A)"'Fyy for some X\ € p(A). Thanks to (6.11) and (6.16), it suffices to prove

GuPul(A = A7 Ay] = B,Cy[(A = A) T Fy] = PA[(A — A) T Ryl (6.20)
Actually, it follows (6.15) and (6.16) that
P,Fiy = B,CAx(A\— A) 'Ry + AP, (A — A) "' Fly — G, P,(A\ — A) ' Fyy, (6.21)

which yields

GuPu (A — A7 Fiy] — B,CA[(A— A) ' Fiy] = =P, Fiy + AP, (A — A) ' Fiy

~ _ ~ ~ _ (6.22)
=—-P,AN-A)\ - ARy + AP, (A — ARy = P,A[(N— Ay
Hence, (6.17) can be obtained by (6.11), (6.22) and the fact zp, = z + (A — A) "L Fly easily.
Proof of (iii). It follows from (6.11) that
GuV,z — B,Crnz =V, Az € L*([0,4);Y), VY z€ D(A), (6.23)

which, together with (3.12), (3.15) and (6.16), yields P,z = ¥,z € Gp, = H'([0,];Y) = D(C,,),
where G'g, is defined by (3.12) with a = p. Owing to (6.9) and (3.7), we arrive at CypPuz =
Cua¥,z = —Cpe 2 € Y. So (6.18) holds. The proof is complete. O
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Remark 6.1. We claim that P, is independent of the choice of A. So the notation P, that is
absent of A\ does not cause any confusion. Indeed, for any A\, A\ € p(A) and A; # A2, a simple

computation shows that
B,C [(Al _ AT (g - 21)—1] = (M2 — A)BLCA(A — A)~1 (Mg — A) (6.24)
and
~G,U, [(Al AT (e A)—l] = (A2 = A)GLT, (A — )T (Mg — A)L (6.25)

Notice that (A\; — A)"1(A\y — A)~'z € D(A) for any z € Z + F1Y C [D(A*)], it follows from (6.11)
that
GV, 2 —U,A2=B,Cp2, 2=\ —A) (e —A)"'2 € D(A). (6.26)

Combining (6.11), (6.16), (6.24), (6.25) and (6.26), for any z € Z + F1Y, we obtain

[BuCx + (M = G| (= A) 72 = [BuCa + (a = G| (3o — A)71
= (2 = A1) [ BuCaZ = G2 + MW = A) 72 = M, — A)7'2
=~ = A\)TLAZ+ NP, (A — A) 7l = T, (0 — A7z (6.27)
—-PA [(Al A (A A)—lz} + AP — A) = AP (O — A) Lz
=P, M —AMN - A =P, A) (N~ A) 2 =Pz~ P,z =0.
Therefore, P, is independent of the choice of \.

t

Lemma 6.2. Suppose that A is the generator of the Cy-semigroup e’ acting on Z and C €

L(D(A),Y) is admissible for eA*. Then for any u > 0, F € L(Y,[D(A*)]) detects system (A,C)
exponentially if and only if ALE detects system (A, Cae™ ") exponentially.

Proof. By Lemma 9.1 in Appendix, both Cye=4* and eAMF are admissible for eAt. Similarly to

(4.14), a simple computation shows that
Cre (N — ) leMmp = Oy(A — A)7IF, ¥ X € p(A), (6.28)

which implies that (A, F, C) is a regular triple if and only if (A, eA”F, Cre ") is a regular triple.
Moreover, I is an admissible feedback operator for Cy(s — fl)_lF is equivalent to that I is an
admissible feedback operator for Cye™4#(\ — fl)_le‘z‘“F. Since et € L(Z) and

A+ eMFC e — A+ MFCp e — A+ FOy, (6.29)

A+ FC}y is exponentially stable if and only if A+ e~ Anfp Cre is exponentially stable. The proof

is complete due to Definition 2. O
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7 Luenberger-like observer

In this section, we will design the observer for system (6.3) and prove the well-posedness. We begin

with the following infinite-dimensional Luenberger-like observer:
{éwAawﬂw@qmwwn+&mx
1[%('7 t) - GMTZJ(U t) + BMCAé(t) - F2 [y(t) - CMA&(’? t)]7

where Fy € L(Y,[D(A")]') and Fy € L(Y,[D(G},))) are tuning operators to be determined. If we

let the errors be

(7.1)

2(t) = 2(t) = 2(t), (1) = ¢ t) = P(-, 1), (7.2)

then they are governed by

{ £(t) = AZ(t) + FiCunto(-, 1), -
Ge(+8) = (G + FaCun (1) + BuCaZ(t). |
Similarly to (5.6) and (5.7), if Zp, C D(Ch), we can define the transformation

Pz, f)T = (2, f+Pu2), V() €Z,), (7.4)

where the operator P, is given by (6.15). It is easy to see that P € £(Z,(Y)) is invertible and its

inverse is given by
Pz f) = (5 f—PFu2)', V (2, )] € Zu(Y). (7.5)
Let .
(20, 9(,0) T =P (20 9(,1)) , t=0. (7.6)

By (6.17), the transformation (7.6) can convert system (7.3) into

{ A(t) = (A — FyCuaP)5(t) + FLCoup (-, 1),

G1(+8) = (Gy + FaCun + PaFiCun)i(+1) — (PuFiCon Pu + FaCrn P)A(0)
provided Z(t) € Zr,. Choosing specially Fy = —P,F, system (7.7) is reduced to
2(t) = (A= FiCuaP)A(t) + FiCunt (-, 1),
Qﬁt('a t) = éu&(% t)7

which is a simple cascade system and can be written as

%(Z(t)ﬂ/?(wt)f = o (2(t),¥(- 1)), (7.9)

(7.8)

where

o ([1 — FCupP, F1~qm> |

0 G
g (7.10)

(= (A= FiCuaP)z + FICptp € Z
MM”_{Q>G%ﬁq‘GW@LMQWY> }'
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With the setting F, = —P,F, the observer (7.1) is reduced to be

{ A(t) = A&(t) — Faly(t) — Cunt (-, 1)] + Bu(t), -
Ye(-rt) = Guip( ) + BuCai(t) + PuFily(t) — Cunth (-, 1)].
System (7.11) can be written as
L0, 00.0)" = & (0, 90.0) + Fy(t) + (B,0) u(t), (7.12)
where R
o = ( A - F1Cyn > and & = <_F1> (7.13)
BHC’A Gu — PuFlCuA P, Fy
with
D(e) = {(Z) € Z,(Y) ( Az + FiCunt € 2 ) } . (7.14)
0 B,Orz + (G — P,FLCun )Y € L0, u);Y)

Lemma 7.1. Let Z and Y be Hilbert spaces. Suppose that A is a generator of the Cy-semigroup
e acting on Z, C € L(D(A),Y) is admissible for e, [y € L(Y,[D(A*)]') and Zr, defined by
(6.12) satisfies Zp, C D(Cy). Suppose that G, B,, and C,, are defined by (3.2), (3.6) and (3.7)
with o = p, respectively. Let o/ and <fp be given by (7.13) and (7.10), respectively. Then,

Po/P' = o and D(oh) =PD(o), (7.15)
where P is given by (7.4).

Proof. By Lemma 6.1, the operator P, is well defined via (6.15). For any (z,0)T € D(ap), it
follows from (7.10) and (6.12) that z € Zp, and

Az + FiCup (¢ — Puz) € Z. (7.16)
By (7.10), (6.16), (6.17) and (6.9), it follows that
B,Crz + (G — PuFiCup) (¥ — Puz) = —P,Az + Gy — P,FiCun (v — Py2)
=G, — P, [Az + POy (1 — Puz)] (7.17)
= G-, [Az + FiCyu (¢ — Puz)] e L2([0, u];Y).

We combine (7.14), (7.16) and (7.17) to get P~1(z,%)" € D(&7). Consequently, D(<%) C PD(/)
due to the arbitrariness of (z,4)" € D(a%).
On the other hand, for any (z,%)" € D(&7), (7.14) and (6.12) imply that z € Zr,. Furthermore,
it follows from (6.17) that
Gu(¥ + Pyz) = Gup + Py Az + B,Chz

- . (7.18)
=G — P, F1Cuay + B, Cpz + PM(AZ + F1Cun),
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which, together with (7.14), (6.9) and (6.16), leads to
Gu(¥ + Puz) € ([0, ] Y). (7.19)

This implies that (¢ + P,z) € D(Cya). Since ¢ € D(C,), we have P,z € D(C,p). As a result, it
follows from (7.14) that

(A= FiCaPy)z + FiC A (Y + Pu2) = Az + FiCpt € Z. (7.20)

Combining (7.10), (7.19) and (7.20), we arrive at P(z,%)" € D(<%) and hence PD(/) C D(a%).

To sum up, we thus obtain PD (/) = D(@%). For any (z,v¢)" € D(a%), it follows from (7.10)
and (6.12) that z € Zp,. By virtue of (6.17), a simple computation shows that P&/P~1(z,¢)" =
atp(z,4) " for any (z,4)" € D(ah). Hence, the similarity (7.15) holds. The proof is complete. [

By Lemma 7.1, the observer (7.11) is convergent provided % is stable. Owing to the upper-
block-triangular structure of <% and since G 4 is exponentially stable already, we only need to choose
F such that A — FyC,,z P, stable. By Lemma 6.2 and (6.18), we can choose F; € L(Y,[D(A")])
by the following scheme:

(i) choose F' € L(Y,[D(A*)]') to detects (A4, C) exponentially;

) (7.21)
(ii) let Fy = eAHF.
Under (7.21), the observer (7.11) is found to be
(1) = A2(t) — eMFly(t) — Cunid(-,1)] + Bu(t), 729,
7.22

Gi(,t) = Guib(-,t) + BuCa(t) + Pue W Fly(t) — Condb(-, 1)),
or equivalently, )
(t) = A2(t) — e Fly(t) — ¥(p,1)] + Bu(t),

Pi(,1) + u(@,1) = PueMFly(t) — (1)), (7.23)

$(0,t) = Ca%(t),
where P, is given by (6.15) and G, B, and C), are defined by (3.2), (3.6) and (3.7) with o = p,

respectively.

>

Theorem 7.1. Let (A, B,C) be a regular linear system with the state space Z, input space U and
output space Y. Suppose that p >0, F € L(Y,[D(A*)]") detects system (A,C) exponentially and

(s — A)_leA“F C D(Cp) for some s € p(A). (7.24)

Then, the observer (7.23) of system (6.2) is well-posed: For any (2(0),4(-,0)T € Z (YY) and
uwe L2 ([0,00);U), the observer (7.23) admits a unique solution (2,9) € C(]0,00); Z (YY) such
that

loc
N (2(8) = 2(1), () = ¥ (1) |z, v) = 0 as t— oo, (7.25)
where w is a positive constant that is independent of t.
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Proof. Let Fy = e F. Then (7.24) implies that Zp, C D(Cy), where Zp, is defined by (6.12). By
Lemma 6.1, the operator P, in (7.23) is well defined.

Since F' detects system (A,C) exponentially, it follows from Lemma 6.2 that eARE detects
(A, CAe_A“) exponentially. As a result, the operator A — F1C, AP, generates an exponentially

A—Flc‘LAPH)t

stable Cp-semigroup eA=F1CusPu)t on Z and moreover, F is admissible for e Since

éu is exponentially stable already and C), is admissible for eé“t, it follows from Lemma 9.3 in
Appendix that the operator o% defined by (7.10) generates an exponentially stable Cyp-semigroup
e on Z,(Y). By Lemma 7.1, o/ and <% are similar each other. Therefore, the operator o/
defined by (7.13) generates an exponentially stable Co-semigroup e on Z,(Y). As a result, the

following system

() = A3(t) + eMFC 0 (-, 1), 726)
Vi(est) = (G — Pue™FCp )P, 1) + B Ca() '

with initial state

~

2(0) = 2(0) = 2(0),  ¥(-,0) = ¢(-,0) = ¢(-,0) (7.27)

admits a unique solution (2,%)" € C([0,00); Z,(Y)) that decays exponentially to zero in Z,(Y) as
t — o0.

By Theorem 6.1, system (6.3) admits a unique solution (z,1)" € C([0,00); Z,(Y)) for any
(2(0),%(-,0))T € Z,(Y) and u € L2 _([0,00);U). Let 2(t) = 2(t) — Z(t) and D(t) = ¥(t) — o(t).
Then, such a defined (£(t),4(t))" is a solution of observer (7.23). Owing to the linearity of (7.23),
the solution is unique. Since system (7.26) happens to be the error system between system (6.2)

and its observer (7.23), the convergence (7.25) holds. The proof is complete. O

The assumption (7.24) seems a bit awkward. When F or C' is a bounded operator, this assump-
tion can be deduced from that F € L(Y,[D(A*)]") detects system (A, C) exponentially. When F

and C are unbounded, we have the following Corollary:

Corollary 7.1. Let (A, B,C) be a regular linear system with the state space Z, input space U and
output space Y. Suppose that F € L(Y,[D(A*)]') detects system (A,C) exponentially. Then,
the observer (7.23) of system (6.2) is well-posed for almost every pu > 0. That is, for any
(2(0),4(-,0)" € Z,(Y) and u € L ([0,00);U), the observer (7.23) admits a unique solution

loc

(2,0)7 € C([0,00); Z,(Y)) such that (7.25) holds for some positive constant w.

Proof. Since (A, F,C) is a regular linear system, C' is admissible for e'. This implies that e Z C
D(Cy) for almost every p > 0. Consequently,

(s — fl)_leA“FY =M (s — A)TIFY c eMZ c D(Cy), Vs e p(A), (7.28)

which, together with Theorem 7.1, completes the proof. U
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Remark 7.1. When A is a matrix, it follows from (6.9) and (6.16) that the observer (7.23) takes

form
2(t) = A(t) — e Fy(t) — . t)] + Bul(t),
V(@) + da(a,t) = —CeA B Fly(t) — d(u, 1)), (7.29)
$(0,1) = C2(t),

which is the same as the observer in [12]. In contrast to the PDE backstepping method used in

[12], we never need the target system. Moreover, the Lyapunov function has not used in the proof
of observer convergence. Once again as Remark 5.1, this gives a way to avoid the difficulties in

construction of the Lyapunov functional for PDEs with delay.

8 Application to 1-D wave equation

To show the effectiveness of the developed approach, we apply the abstract results to the benchmark

wave equation:

z2i(0,t) = 250(0,t), o€ (0,1),
(8.1)
2(0,t) =0, z,(1,t) = u(t — 1),

where u(t) is the control input which suffers from a time-delay 7 > 0. The input space is R and
the state space is Z = {(f,g) € H'(0,1) x L?(0,1) | f(0) = 0} with the inner product

1
((f1,91), (f2,92))z = /0 fi@) fa(2) + g1(x)go(2)dz, ¥ (fi,9i) € Z, i=1,2. (8.2)
Define the operator A: D(A) C Z — Z by

A(f.9)" = (g, "), Y (f.9)" € D(A),

D(A) ={(f,9) € H*(0,1) x H'(0,1) | f(0) = g(0) =0, f'(1) = 0} i
In view of (5.2), system (8.1) can be written as the form
C 1),z 0)T = A1), 20,0) T+ Bo(r. 1),
G, t) + dy(x,1) =0, x € (0,7), (8.4)
¢(0,1) = u(t),
where the control operator B = (0,5(- — 1)) T and §(-) is the Dirac distribution. Let
K(f,g)" = —kig(1) for any (f,g)" € D(A), ki > 0. (8.5)

Then, K = —k; B* and it is well known that K stabilizes system (A, B) exponentially. In view of
(5.16), we obtain the feedback

u(t) = Ka /OT eAxB(b(a;,t)dx + KAeAT(z(.,t), zt(-,t))T. (8.6)
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We next seek the analytic form of the feedback. Let zs = (0,0)" with o € [0,1]. A simple

computation shows that Azs = B and

+
o0
2
eAT s = <Z;)(—1) Ecoswnx sin w0, Z "H—smwnx s1nwna> , (8.7)
n=
where
2 1
wn:w, €[0,1], z €[0,7], n=0,1,2,--- . (8.8)

Moreover, it follows from (8.7) that

00 T
/ e 25 (x, t)da = <Z( " 2a Slnwna Z "Hzﬁn )smwna) , (8.9)
0 n=0
where . .
an(t) :/ coswpxd(z,t)dr  Bn(t) :/ sinwpzé(z,t)d. (8.10)
0 0

Since B is admissible for e and ¢(-,t) € L*(0,7), we have

/eAmBqﬁ(x,t)da: :/ eAmflfl_lng(a:,t)dx:/ ejxflzggb(a:,t)dx
0 o ! (8.11)
:/ flesz(;qS(x,t)da;:fl/ e 25 (x, t)da € Z,
0 0

which implies that

/ ' eA% 250 (x,t)dx € D(A). (8.12)
0
Combining (8.3), (8.5), (8.12), (8.11), (8.9) and (8.10), we arrive at
KA/ AquS(m t)de = KAA/ e 25 (x, t)da = —21{71204” (8.13)
0 n=0

By a straightforward computation, we have

oo

KAeAT(z(-, t), 2 (-, t))T = —k; Z(—l)"wn [Cn(t) cos wpT — Y (t) sinwy, 7], (8.14)
n=0
where
1 5 [l
Tn(t) = 2/ z(o,t) sinwyodo, (,(t) = —/ z(o,t) sinwpodo, n=0,1,2,--- . (8.15)
0 Wn Jo

By (8.6), (8.13) and (8.14), we get the closed-loop system
z2i(0,t) = 250(0,t), o€ (0,1),

Z(O,t) =0, 20(17t) = ¢(Tv t),

or(x,t) + dp(2,t) =0, x € (0,7), (8.16)
t) = —2k1 Y an(t) — ki Y _(—1)"wn [Ga(t) cos waT — Y (t) sinwnT]
n=0 n=0

where k1 > 0, an(t) is given by (8.10) and (,(t),v,(t) are given by (8.15). By Theorem 5.1, the

solution of closed-loop system (8.16) is well posed and decays to zero exponentially as t — oo.
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Remark 8.1. The infinite series in the closed-loop system (8.16) can also be written as a dynamic

form. Actually, a simple computation shows that
T ~
(e, Tit) = / e Bo(s, t)ds, (8.17)
0

where
V1zz (0, ;1) = V106 (0, 23t), o€ (0,1), 0 <z <7,

v1(0,2;t) =0, vie(1,2;t) = ¢(T — x, 1), (8.18)
(v1(0,0;t),v12(0,0;t)) = (0,0), o €]0,1].

The notation vy (+,-;t) means that the function v; depends on the time ¢. If we let

va (-, w3 t) = e (2(, 1), 2 (-, 1) T, (8.19)

then it is governed by

V222 (0, ;) = Voyp (0, x;t), o€ (0,1), x>0,

v2(0, ;1) = v (1, z5t) = 0, (8.20)

(va(0,0;t),v2, (0,05 1)) = (2(0,t), ze(0,t)), o €[0,1].
Combining (8.17), (8.18), (8.20), (8.6) and (8.5), we obtain the following closed-loop system:
zu(0,t) = 250 (0,t), o€ (0,1),
2(0,t) =0, z,(1,t) = o(1,1),
Gz, t) + du(z,t) =0, =z € (0,7), (8.21)

?(0,t) = —kivi1. (1, 75 t) — kv (1, 75¢), k1 >0,

vy (-, 3t),v2(+, -5 t) are given by (8.18) and (8.20).

Now we consider the output delay compensation for the wave equation in (8.1). Suppose that

we can measure the average velocity around og € (0,1) and the output is

1
y(t) = /0 m(o)z(o,t — p)do, >0, (8.22)

where m € L?(0,1) is the shaping function around the sensing point oo. System (8.1) with output

(8.22) can be written as
z2i(0,t) = 250(0,t), o€ (0,1),

2(0,t) =0, z,(1,t) =u(t—7), 7>0,

Ui, t) +Yu(2,t) =0 we[0,p], p>0, (8.23)
1

¥(0,t) = /0 m(s)z (s, t)ds,

y(t) = ¥(u,t).
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The observation operator C' is given by

1
C:(f,9)" —>/0 m(o)g(o)do, ¥ (f,9)" € Z. (8.24)

It is evident that C is bounded. We choose m such that (A, C) is exactly observable. If we let
F = —kyC*, ky > 0, then F € L(R,Z) is given by Fqg = —koq(0,m(:))T for any ¢ € R. Since F
detects system (A, C') exponentially [17], by (7.23), the observer of system (8.23) is

[ 00,200 = AGC 0, 20,0) = M Fly(e) — ()] + Bult 1),

Dl t) +do(x, t) = Pue Fly(t) = d(p, 1)), (8.25)

R 1
5(0,1) = /0 m(e)21(0 t)do.

Since

-

o o0

ATE = ATE = —y <Z S Sinw,T sin w, o, Z Sfnwn COS wpx sin wna) , (8.26)
n=0 n=0

where 0 <z < p, 0 <0 <1, w, is given by (8.8) and

5 [l
fn= —/ m(o)sinw,odo, n=0,1,2,--- | (8.27)
Wn Jo

it follows from (6.16) and (6.9) that

5 1 [
PMeA”F — _CeAl—2)p — k2/ (Z frnwn coswy (p — ) sinwna> m(o)do
0 —
=0 (8.28)
o fawp
= ko 2_:0 - cos wy, (p — x).
Since
o) f2w2 00 1 2
Z % =2 Z / m(o)sinw,odo| < 400, (8.29)
n=0 n=0170

the series in (8.28) is convergent. Combining (8.26) and (8.28), the observer (8.25) becomes

7

Z1t(o,t) = Z9(0,t) + ko (Z frsinwyp sinwna> [y(t) — D(p, )],

n=0

Zot(0,t) = 2100 (0, t) + ko (Z Jfnwn €OS Wy sin wna> [y(t) — 1,2)(,u, t)] +u(t — 1),

n=0
~ ~ ° 2w2 ~
Do, t) + Palt) = by [Z 1 0w (1 — :c>] (1) — $(u. 1),

n=0

. 1
D(0,1) = /0 m(0) (o, t)do,

where ko > 0, 21(0,t) = 2(0,t) and 22(0,t) = Z(0,t) for any o € [0,1] and ¢ > 0. By Theorem 7.1,
(21(+,t), 22(+,t)) converges to (z(+,t), z¢(-,t)) exponentially in Z as t — oo.
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Remark 8.2. By our abstract theory, the proposed approach is still working for the delayed

boundary output y(t) = z(1,¢ — u). In this case, we can choose F' = —k(0,5(- — 1)) with ko > 0.

However, since F' is unbounded now, it is not easy to obtain the analytic forms of the gain operators

eAMF and PHEA”F in the state space. Therefore, a further effort is still needed for the observer

design of infinite-dimensional systems with unbounded delayed output.
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9 Appendix

Lemma 9.1. Suppose that (A, B,C) is a linear system with the state space Z, input space U and
the output space Y. For any 0 # q € R, the following assertions are true:

(i). If C € L(D(A),Y) is admissible for e, then CeA? € L(D(A),Y) is admissible for et as
well;

(ii). If B € L(U,[D(A*)]') is admissible for eAt, then eAip ¢ L(U,[D(A*)]") is admissible for

et as well.

Proof. For any zp € D(A) and 7 > 0, we have
T q+T q+T
/ CeeA 5012, dt = / Ce 2|2 ds < / Ce 0|2 ds. (9.1)
0 q 0
Since C' € L(D(A),Y) is admissible for e?, there exists an M > 0 such that
T As. 2 2
| Ice s < 9:2)
0

which, together with (9.1), shows that Ce4? € £(D(A),Y) is admissible for e*.
Since B is admissible for e, B* is admissible for eA™*. By (i) just proved, B*e4"? is admissible

for eA"t. Hence, ¢4 B is admissible for eAt. This completes the proof. O

Lemma 9.2. Let (A,C) be a linear system with the state space Z and output space U. Suppose
that C is admissible for eAt. Let Go and By be given by (3.2) and (3.6), respectively. Define
Z,(U)=7Z x L*([0,7};U) and

A:( A 9), D(A):{<Z>€ZT(U)‘ Aze 7 } 9.3)
B,Crn G, g Gog + BaCrz € L2([0,a];U)
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Then, the operator A generates a Co-semigroup e on Z.(U). Moreover, if we suppose further

At

that et is exponentially stable in Z, then e is exponentially stable in Z.(U).

Proof. The operator A is associated with the following system:

£(t) = Az(1),

Ge(-1) + ¢o(1) =0 in U, ¢(0,1) = Crz(?).
Since C' is admissible for the semigroup e4?, for any (2(0),é(-,0))T € D(A), we have z(0) € D(A),
z € C1([0,00); Z), Cpz € HL ([0,00);U) and

Cpaz(t—x), t—x>0,
t) =
A1) { Pz —t,0), t—x <0,

(9.4)

z € [0, al. (9.5)

Therefore, system (9.4) admits a unique continuously differentiable solution (z, ¢) " € C([0, 00); Z,(U))
for any (2(0),4(-,0))" € D(A). By [20, Theorem 1.3, p.102], the operator A generates a Cp-
semigroup et on Z,(U).

Finally, we show the exponential stability. Suppose that (z,¢)" € C([0,00); Z-(U)) is a solution

At

of system (9.4). Since e" is exponentially stable on Z and ¢-subsystem is independent of the z-

subsystem, there exist two positive constants w4 and L4 such that
lz2(t)]lz < Lae™*4|[2(0)]|z, ¥ ¢t=0. (9.6)
Moreover, it follows from [25, Proposition 4.3.6, p.124] that
vy € L2([0,00);U), v,(t) = e“'Crz(t), 0<w < wa, (9.7)

which, together with (9.5), implies that ¢(-,¢) decays to zero exponentially as ¢ — oo. So (z, )
decays to zero exponentially in Z(U). The proof is complete. ]

Lemma 9.3. Let (A, B) be a linear system with the state space Z and input space U. Suppose
that B is admissible for e*t. Let Go and Cy be given by (3.2) and (8.7), respectively. Define
Z,(U)=7Z x L*([0,7};U) and

B A BCan B z Az 4+ BCuaprg € Z
A= <0 o > D(A) _{< ) c Z.(U) ( G e 00,00 0) } (9.8)

Then, A generates a Cy-semigroup et on Z.(U). Moreover, if we suppose further that et is

At

exponentially stable in Z, then e is exponentially stable in Z.(U).

Proof. Almost the same as Lemma 9.2, we can prove that the operator A generates a Cy-semigroup
et on Z,(U). Tt suffices to prove the exponential stability. Consider the classical solution of the
following system:

i(t) = Az(t) + Bo(a, t),

Oe(t) + ou(,t) =0 in U, ¢(0,t) =0.

vanishes after time « and e is exponentially stable in Z, the solution (z,¢) decays to

(9.9)

Since eCot

zero exponentially in Z(U) as t — oo. The proof is complete. U
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