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Abstract. In this paper we study about stabilization of linear control sys-
tem by using the dynamic state/output feedback control. We can prove that
the dynamic state feedback control exists if the static state feedback control
exists. But the existence of the dynamic output feedback control can not be
guaranteed only by the existence of static feedback control, passive condition
is needed. By applying the direct gradient descent control as a dynamic state
feedback control to linear system, we get a condition for guaranteing the as-
ymptotic stability of the system.
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1. Introduction

A famous method in linear system to obtain arbitrary asymptotic behavior is Pole-
Assignment method. In this paper we consider the stabilization problem of linear
system by using the dynamic feedback control. The definition of dynamic feedback
control is to add an integrator into the system. This definition is different with the
one proposed by Isidori [3] or Sontag [10].

Consider the linear system

(1.1) T Ax+ Bu, x € R", ucR",
(1.2) y = Cx,yeR™,

where A, B and C' are real matrices of dimension (n x n), (n x m) and (p x n).
We are interested in finding a dynamic feedback control law

(1.3) u=Kix+ Kyu
or
(14) u=Ly+ Lay+ Lsu
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that makes the extended system

x = Ax+ Bu,
(15) W = Kiz+ Kyu
or
x = Ax+ Bu,
(1.6) w = L1y+ Loy + Lau,
y = h(=)

is asymptotically stable about (x,u) = (0, 0).
In [11], it has been proved that if nonlinear system

(1.7) z = f(z,u)

is locally asymptotically stabilizable with a C! feedback law u(z) then
(1.8) z = f(z,u),

(1.9) U = v

is locally asymptotically stabilizable. Coron and Praly [2] studied more in detail
about the relationship of stabilizability between the system in equation (1.7) and
the extended system (1.8)-(1.9). In case where system (1.8)-(1.9) is considered as
a cascade system, Krstic et.al.[4] calculated v by using backstepping method.

The purposes of this paper is as follows. Based on result in [4, 2, 11], in linear
system, we show that the dynamic state/output feedback control exists if static
state/output feedback control exists such that the system is asymptotically stable.
Then, we apply the direct gradient descent control [6, 7] as the dynamic feedback
control to stabilize the linear system.

2. Existence of dynamic feedback
2.1. Dynamic state feedback control. Consider a linear system
(2.1) & = Ax+Bu, x€eR", ueR"

where A and B are real matrices of dimension (n x n) and (n x r).
Assume that there exists K such that A + BK is Hurwitz. Then, by a static
feedback control law

(2.2) u= Kz,

system (2.1) is asymptotically stable. However, if we take the time derivative of
the static feedback control (2.2) then the extended system which is formed together
with (2.1), i.e.,

t = Ax+ Bu,

(2:3) @ — KAz+ KBu

is not always asymptotically stable. In the following Proposition, however, we show
that there exists a dynamic feedback controller of the form

u = Kix+ Kou
when the static feedback control (2.2) exists.
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Proposition 2.1. Consider the linear system (2.1) and assume that there exists K
such that A+ BK is Hurwitz. Then there exist K1 and K, such that the extended
system

(24) 2 = IA}Tw—:—BI? 2’ u
becomes asymptotically stable about (x,u) = (0,0).
Proof. Consider the augmented system

(2.5) © = Ax+ Bu,
(2.6) u = w.

Let Ax = A+ BK. Since Ak is Hurwitz (Assumption) then there exists P > 0 for
a given @, @ > 0 such that Lyapunov equation below is satisfied.

(2.7) P(Ax) + (A)P = —Q.

Let V(z) = 2T Pz be a Lyapunov function of system (2.5), and
(2.8) z=u—Kz.

Substitute z into (2.5)-(2.6) to obtain

(2.9) &t = Agx+ Bz,

(2.10) 2 = wv—K(Akz + Bz).

Let V,(x,z) = 27 Pz + 27 2 be a Lyapunov function of system (2.9)-(2.10). Then
we have

Vo(z,z) = &' Px+a'Pi+2272

(2.11) = 2T(ALP 4+ PAg)x + 22" BT Pz + 227 (v — K(Agx + Bz)).
From (2.7) we have o’ (A} P + PAg )z = —2" Qz < 0. Our objective is to find v
such that V,(x, z) < 0. It holds if

(2.12) 22T BT Px 4 22" (v — K(Agx + Bz)) < 0.

There are many ways to find v such that equation (2.12) is satisfied. One of them
is to find v such that

(2.13) 22" BT Px + 22" (v — K(Agx + Bz)) = 22" Rz.

To satisfy (2.13), it is sufficient if

(2.14) v = K(Agx+ Bz) - BT Pz — Rz.

So,

(2.15) Va(z,z) = —a'Qx—22"Rz < 0.
Substitute (2.14) into (2.10) to obtain

(2.16) & = Axx+ Bz

(2.17) 2 = —-B"Pxz- Rz

Since (2.15) holds, system (2.16)-(2.17) is asymptotically stable.
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Substitute (2.8) into (2.14) to obtain
v = K(Axx + B(u— Kz)) — BTPx — R(u — Kx)
(2.18) = (KA—-B"P+ RK)x+ (KB — R)u.

Substitute (2.18) into (2.6). Then the resulted system in the (x,u) coordinates
is

(2.19) & = Ax+ Bu
(2.20) W = (KA—-BTP+ RK)x+ (KB - R)u.

Since system (2.16)-(2.17) is equivalent to system (2.19)-(2.20), system (2.4) is
asymptotically stable with K; = KA — BTP 4+ RK and Ky = KB — R. O

In the proof of Proposition 2.1 we can see the stability improvement of the
system (2.1). Consider equation (2.1) as an original system and equations (2.19)-
(2.20) as an extended system. For the original system, the Lyapunov function is
V(xz) = T Px and for the extended system, the Lyapunov function is V,(x) =
' Pz + (u — Kx)T (u — Kx), where K is choosen such that A + BK is Hurwitz.
By using static feedback control v = K, V(a:) = —27Qx < 0, and based on
this static feedback control, we get w = (KA — BTP + RK)x + (KB — R)u,
Vo(x) = —27Qx — 2(u — Kx)"R(u — Kx) < 0 and
(2.21) Vo(z) < V(x) <O0.

It means that by adding an integrator into the system, the extended system goes
to zero quicker than or at least same with the original system.

Example 2.1. Consider a linear system
(t) = z(t) + u(t).
By static control law
us(t) = —2x(t),

we have

x4 (t) = moe ",

and system becomes asymptotically stable.
By applying Proposition 2.1 to compute the dynamic feedback control, we have
the extended system

(2.22) z(t) = z+u(t),
(2.23) u(t) = —4.5z(t) — 3u(t),
which has solution:
24(t) = xoe " cos %\/it,
and
uq(t) = —2xpe™" (cos %\/it + i\/isin ;\/it) .
Based on this calculation we conclude that:

[za(t)] < fas(2)].
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In other words, the system with dynamic feedback control goes to zero quicker
than the system with static control.

Example 2.2. Consider a linear system

(2.24) @(t) = [ 91 ; ] [ 28 ] + [ (1) }u

=l b ]elv]
The unforced dynamics of the system (2.24) is unstable but the system (2.24) is con-
trollable. Since system (2.24) is controllable, it can be stabilized by static feedback
control. From optimal control problem with V(x(0),u(:),0) = /Oo(a:Tac + u?)dt,
we have ’
(2.25) u(t) = Ke(t) = [ —0.412 —4.4142 | z(2).

Based on the static feedback control (2.25), we calculate the dynamic feedback
control (2.20). First we find P such that AL P + PAx = —Q where Q = I.

0 —1.412 prop2 | | P op2 0 1 __| 10
1 —24142 | | p2 pa pe pa || —1412 —24142 | T |0 1
(2.26) —2.824p; pL—24142p, —1412p, | _ [ -1 0
' p1 — 2.4142p; — 1.412p, 2py — 4.8284p, Lo -1
From equation (2.26) we have
3.8262 1
(2.27) P= [ 2§20 2§ }
2.824 2.824
By taking R = I, we have
Ky = [44142 —92404 | - [ 5351 3837 | + | —0412 —4.4142 ]
1 1
(2.28) = [ 4.0022— 535; —13.6546 — 5357 |,
Ky = [ —0412 —4.4142 | [ (1) } -1
(229) = -—5.4142.

Then we have the extended system:

(2.30) &(t) = { 31 ; ] [ 28 :|+ { (1) }U(t),

(2.31) a(t) = (4.0022 — )1 (t) 4+ (—13.6546 — Yo (t) — 5.4142u(t).

L L
2.824 2.824

Simulation results are shown in Fig. 1 with initial condition: z1(0) = 1; z2(0) =
0.5; u(0) = —2.6191. From the simulation results we see that the extended system
goes to zero quicker than its original system.
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Figure 1. Static: static feedback control, dynamic: dynamic feedback control

2.2. Dynamic output feedback control. Consider the linear plant

(2.32) T = Ax+Bu, xcR",uecR",
(2.33) y = Cx,yecR™

where A, B and C are real matrices of dimension (n x n), (n x r) and (m x n).

It is well known that a stabilizing dynamic feedback compensator can be con-
structed if the system (2.32)-(2.33) is both stabilizable and detectable. For example,
see [5]

In this section, we find K;, K5 and K3 such that a dynamic controller of the
form

(234) u:K1y+K2y+K3u
stabilizes the system (2.32) asymptotically.

Proposition 2.2. Consider the linear plant (2.32)-(2.33) and assume that there
exists K such that A+ BKC is Hurwitz and BTP = C with P >0, P = PT, and
satisfy P(A+ BKC) + (A+ BKC)T'P = —Q for a given Q,Q > 0. Then there
erists Ky , Ko and K3 such that the extended system

* = Ax+ Bu,

2.35 . .
(2.35) u = Kiyy+ Ky+ Ksu

becomes asymptotically stable about (x,u) = (0,0).
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Proof. Consider the augmented system

(2.36) & = Ax+ Bu,

(2.37) U = v.

Let K = KC and Ag = A+ BK. Since A is Hurwitz (Assumption) then there
exists P > 0 for a given @, @ > 0 such that the Lyapunov equation below is
satisfied,

(2.38) PAg + ALP=-Q.

Let V(x) = 2™ Pz be a Lyapunov function of system (2.36) and
(2.39) z=u— K.

Substitute z into (2.36)-(2.37) to obtain

(2.40) & = Agz+ Bz,

(2.41) 2 = v—K(Agz + Bz).

Let V,(x, 2) = T Pz + 272 be a Lyapunov function of system (2.40)-(2.41). Then
we have

Vo(z,2) = &' Px+ax"Pi+22T%

(2.42) = zT(ALP + PAg)z + 22" BT Pz + 227 (v — K(Agx + Bz)).
From (2.38) we have T (ALP + PAg)x = —2" Qx < 0. Our objective is to find
v such that V,(z, 2) < 0. It holds if

(2.43) 22T"BTPx + 22" (v — K(Agx + Bz)) <0.

There are many ways to find v such that equation (2.43) is satisfied. One of them
is to find v such that

(2.44) 22" BT Px 4 22" (v — K(Agx + Bz)) = —22"Rz.

To satisfy (2.44), it is sufficient if

(2.45) v = K(Agx+ Bz)— BTPx — Rz.

So,

(2.46) Va(z,z) = —a7Qx—22"Rz < 0.
Substitute (2.45) into (2.41) to obtain

(2.47) ©t = Agz+ Bz,

(2.48) 3 = —-B"Px— Rz

Since (2.46) holds, system (2.47)-(2.48) is asymptotically stable.
Substitute (2.39) into (2.45) to obtain

v = K(Agz+ B(u— Kz)) - B"Px — R(u — Kz)
(2.49) = (KA-B'P+ RK)x+ (KB - R)u.
By condition BT P = C, (2.49) becomes
v = K(Az + Bu)+ (-C + RK)x — Ru

(2.50) = Ky+(—I+ RK)y — Ru.
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Substitute (2.50) into (2.37). Then the resulted system in the (x,u) coordinates
is

(2.51) © = Ax+ Bu,

(2.52) @ = Ky+(—I+RK)y— Ru.

Since system (2.47)-(2.48) is equivalent to system (2.51)-(2.52), system (2.35) is
asymptotically stable with K1 = K, Ky = —I + RK and K3 = —R. (|

From Proposition 2.2, the existence of static output feedback control is not
enough to guarantee the existence of dynamic output feedback control (2.34). We
need in proposition the condition BT P = C (passivity condition [8]) to guarantee
the existence of dynamic output feedback control (2.34).

Example 2.3. Consider a linear plant

(2.53) a(t) = [ _11 —02 } [ 28 } " [ (1) }u’
(2.54) yt) = [1 0] [ 28 } '

A:[ll 02};32[”;02[1 0].

The unforced dynamics of the system (2.53) is unstable but the system (2.53) is
controllable. The linear plant (2.53)-(2.54) is unobservable. This system can be
stabilized by static feedback output control

(2.55) u(t) = Ky(t)=—2[ 1 0 ]a@); K= -2 0].
Based on static feedback output control (2.55), we stabilize the system (2.53) by a
dynamic control
u(t) = Kyy(t) + Kau(t)
where
1 0

[K1 0]=KC=[-2 0][_1 g

}[1 0]+[-2 0]=[-5 0],

and therefore

(2.56) Ky =—5.
Similarly
1

(2.57) Kzf[—2 0]{0}13.

Then we have

. o 1 0 xl(t) 1

(2.58) z(t) = [ 1 _9 ] [ 2o (1) + 0 u(t),
(2.59) u(t) = —by(t) — 3u(t).

Simulation results are shown in Fig. 2 with initial condition: z1(0) = 1; z2(0) =
0.5; u(0) = —2. From simulation results we see that the extended system goes to

zero quicker than its original system.
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Figure 2. Static: u(t) = Ky(t), dynamic: u(t) = Kiy(t) + Kau(t)

3. Direct gradient descent control

Consider a nonlinear control system
(3.1) z(t) = f(x(t),u(t)), x(to) = xo

where x(t) € R™ is the state vector and u(t) € R™ is the control vector.

In general, the aim of control is to decrease a performance index F(x(t), u(t))
at any time ¢ along the trajectory of system (3.1). In particular, our problem is
formulated as follows:

(3.2) de%r((i?se F(x(t),u(t))
(3.3) subj.to z(t) = f(z(t),u(t)), x(to) =xo.

As the class of admissible controls, we consider a space U; consisting of m-
dimensional-vector valued functions which are continuous a.e. on [tg, ], and define
the following inner product:

(3.4) < u,v >:/t u(t) v(r)dr,

where u and v € U;.
In simple form, the problem (3.2)-(3.3) can be written as

(3.5) degg?se F(x(t;u),u(t))
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where
(3.6) s(tw) = olto)+ /t F(@(r), u(r))dr.

A very broad and perhaps the most important class of methods for unconstrained
optimization is one that is based on the so-called gradient descent methods. By ap-
plying gradient descent method, we obtain as a control law, the first-order ordinary
differential equation
(3.7) u(t) = —aVyu F(x(t;u), u(t)),

; u(

where « can become a constant or function of x(t), u(t) and ¢. Next, the gradient
of performance index F(x(t;u),u(t)) with respect to w(t) will be derived.
Assume that

A.1: f and F are continuously differentiable on (x,u) € R™ x R™.
A.2: f,. and f,, are Lipschitz continuous .

Definition 3.1. Functional z(t;w) is Gateauz differentiable if for arbitrary s € Uy,
d

(3.8) dsx(t;u) = d—gaz(t cu+€8) |e=o

exists.

Theorem 3.1. Functional x(t;u) defined by (3.6) is Gateauz differentiable with

(3.9) Ssm(ti ) = / V() (r) T s(r)dr,
where
(3.10) Va(tu)(r) = ful@(miu),u(n) et )", to<7T<t

and ®(t, ) is a continuous transition matriz function.

Proof. Integrating (3.1) from ¢ to t with u + s given, we have
t
(3.11) z(t,ut+es) = x(to) + / fx(r;u+es),u(r) +es(r))dr.
to

Differentiating (3.11) w. r. t £ and letting e = 0, and then differentiating it w. r.
t. t, we finally obtain

& aftiutes) |
dt de T\ YT E8) le=0

d
(312) = fa(xtu) u®))—xtu+es) om0 +Fu@(tu), ult))s?).
The equation (3.12) is a time-varying linear differential equation, where the un-
known variable is J
dsx(t;u) = d—sa:(t;u—i—as) le=0-
Its solution is given by

(3.13) dsk(t;u) = /(I)(t,T)fu<£l:(T,u),u(T))S(T)dT

to
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where ®(¢,7) is a continuous transition matrix function that has properties

Go(t,7) = fpl@tu) ut)d(t7), to <7<t
&(r,7) = 1.
According to (3.4), dsx(t;u) can be rewritten in the inner product form
dsx(t;u) =< Va(t;u), s >
where
(3.14) Va(t,u)(r) = folx(ma),u()?et )T, to<7<t.
(]
Theorem 3.2. By defining Vyx(t;u) = Va(t;u)(t), the gradient of objective
function F(x(t;u), u(t)) with respect to u(t) at time t is
VuF(x(t;u),u(t))

(315) = ful@(tu),ut)’ Felx(tu) ut)” + Fuz(tw),u()”.
Proof. By chain rule,
(3.16)  VuF(xz(t;u),u) = (Fg(x(t,u), u)Vux(t;uw)? + (Fu(z(t;u),uw))’.
From (3.10),

Va(tu)t) = fuleltu),ut) o H7
(3.17) = fulz(tiu),u)”.
By substituting equation (3.17) into equation (3.16), we obtain

VuF(x(t;u),u)

(3.18) = fuloltu),ut) Fo(a(tw), u(t)” + Fulz(t w), u(b)".

Thus, the dynamic control (3.7) becomes
(319) a(t) = —a{fy(x(tu), u(t)" Fe(@(t,w), ut)” + Fu(z(tu),u(t)"}.
This control law is called the direct gradient descent control [6, 7].

Example 3.1. Consider the nonlinear control system

(3.20) Ty = 172,

(3.21) Ty = —Tg— 23:? + zou.

It is easy to show that by linearization, system (3.20)-(3.21) can not be stabilized
asymptotically.

Let the performance index F(z,u) = %(z} + 23 + u?). By applying the direct
gradient descent control to nonlinear system (3.20)-(3.21) we have the extended
system

'y 1T
(3.22) 29 = —mg — 222 + 22U
U —az3 — au
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Then, we find the value of parameter « by Center Manifold Theory. Let 1 = 2
and y = [y1 y2]® = [z2 u]'. The equation (3.20)-(3.21) can be written as follows.

(3.23) z = 2y =Az+ f(29),
. -1 0 Y1 —22% + 192
vy o= (0 a)(y2)+( —ay}
(3.24) = By+yg(z,y).

Let y = h(z) as a center manifold for that system and approximate it by

(3.25) y = (Z;>:<?):(Z;8)

2 3

_ a1z +agz” + ...
(326) B ( b122 + 6223 + e ) ’
For finding coefficients a;, b; we solve the equation
(3.27) y = Dh(z)z,
(3.28) By +g(z,y) = Dh(z)[Az + f(z,y)]
i. e.

-1 0 ”n —229 + 1Y
(329 ( 0 -a ) ( v ) " ( —ayt

B 201z + 3a22% + ...
and we obtained ay; = —2, b; = —4 for a > 0, and

[ 2224+ O(a?)

(3.31) y = ( 1210 )
Thus, vector field in center manifold is
(3.32) i =22+ (0)(2Y).

According to center manifold theory, the behavior of the system (3.20)-(3.21) can
be determined from behavior of the system in equation (3.32). Thus, because the
solution of system in equation (3.32) is asymptotically stable then the solution of
system in equation (3.20)-(3.21) is asymptotically stable. Simulation result is shown
in Fig. 3.

3.1. Direct gradient descent control as a dynamic feedback control. Con-
sider the linear system

(3.33) = Ax+Bu, xeR", ueR,

where A and B are real matrices of dimension (n x n) and (n x r).
In the following, we apply DGDC to stabilize the system (3.33) asymptotically.

Case I: Unforced system is stable
Consider the linear system (3.33) and assume that & = Az is stable.
Define performance index:

(3.34) F(z,u) = - (2" Qz + u” Ru)

DO =
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Figure 3. Gradient Descent Control

where R > 0, Q > 0 and
(3.35) T QAx < 0.

(Since & = A is stable, there exists Q, for instance Q = I, such that z7QAz < 0.)
The direct gradient descent control for system (3.33) with performance index
(3.34) is

(3.36) @ = —a(B"Qz+ Ru).
Take a = R~'. Then we have the extended system

(3.37) & = Ax+ Bu,

(3.38) @ = —R'BTQx—u.

In this section, we investigate the condition when the extended system (3.37)-(3.38)
becomes asymtotically stable. First, consider the objective function (3.34) as a
candidate Lyapunov function for extended system (3.37)-(3.38). Time derivative of
performance index (3.34) along the trajectory of extended system (3.37)-(3.38) is

(3.39) F(x,u) = 2"QAx—u"Ru<0.
From (3.35) we have

(3.40) F(z,u) =2"QAz —u"Ru < 0, Vu # 0.

But F (z,u) <0ifu=0. To obtain asymptotical stability of the extended system
(3.37)-(3.38), the value of F(z,u) must be less than zero for all nonzero & and u.
For this we need a condition: if w becomes zero then & becomes zero.
Below we investigate when that condition is satisfied. From (3.34), (3.39) and
LaSalle-Yoshizawa Theorem [4] we have:
lim F(x(t), u(t) = 0.

t—o0
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Hence:

tlim u(t) = 0.
According to Barbalat Lemma [9]:

lim (t) = 0.

Let us assume that for ¢ > ¢;, u(t) << 0 and u(¢) << 0. Then we investigate the
behavior of the extended system (3.37)-(3.38) for ¢ > ¢;. Thus for ¢ > ¢1, equations

(3.37)-(3.38) can be written as
r = Ax
(3.41) 0 = —R'BTQu.

If the system (3.41) is asymptotically stable, then the system (3.37)-(3.38) be-

comes asymptotically stable.

Example 3.2. Let the linear control system be given as follows.

" HEEAIHEEE

where

1 | | a1 az T
(49 HErRdIM
is stable. By performance index

1 1
(3.44) F(x,u) = iscTac + §ru2

we have the direct gradient descent control:

1 1
(3.45) t=—-—-BTQe —u=—-1, —u,
r r
and extended system:
£C-1 aq a9 1 I
(346) {L"Q = bl b2 0 T2
u -1 0 -1 u
with
(3.47) F(x,u) = T Az — ru® <0.

Below, we give steps to analyze the behavior of the system in equation (3.46).

o F(x(t),u(t)) is a decreasing function about time ¢. Then

Jim F(x(t),u(t)) = 0.

e Then u(t) — 0 if ¢ — oo and x(t) bounded.

e Since x(t) is bounded, then ii(t) = —1(ay + 1)z + 2y + (1 —

bounded. '
e Barbalat Lemma: 4(t) — 0 if ¢ — oo.

1

r

Ju is
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e Assume that for ¢ > ¢1, u(t) << 0 and %(t) << 0, then equation (3.46)

becomes
T _ ar as T
Lfg - bl b2 T2
1
(3.48) 0 = —;xl.

[ ] Jil(t) = O, t Z tl.
e Since &(t) is bounded, then #;(t) — 0 if t — oo.
e For ¢t > t; equation (3.48) becomes

0 = 04 aszs
(349) .T.Q = 0+ bQZL’Q

and finally we have z5(t) =0, t > ;.

By these steps, Example 3.2 shows us that if w becomes zero then x becomes
zero. It means that the extended system (3.46) becomes asymptotically stable
about the equilibrium point (0, 0).

Based on above analyze for guaranteing the stability (asymptotically) of ex-
tended system (3.37)-(3.38) we need the following assumption. This assumption we
refer to equation (3.48).

Assumption 3.1. Subsystem
r = Ax

(3.50) 0 = —R'BTQu.
is asymptotically stable.

Thus, by Assumption 3.1, the condition: if u becomes zero then x becomes zero
is satisfied. Hence
(3.51) Flz,u)=2"QAz —u"Ru< 0, Vu # Oand z # 0.
It means that global asymptotical stability of the extended system (3.37)-(3.38) is

achieved. We state the above result in the following Proposition.

Proposition 3.1. Consider the linear system (3.33) and assume that & = Az is
stable. Let performance index be defined as (3.34). By applying direct gradient de-
scent control (3.19) to system (8.33) and take o = Ry, we get the extended system
(3.37)-(3.38). If Assumption 3.1 is satisfied then the extended system (3.37)-(3.38)
becomes globally asymptotically stable.

Remark 3.1. Consider BT Qx as an output of the system. Assume that system
©t = Ax+ Bu,
y = B'Qux

is zero-state observable [1] and unforced system, i. e. & = Ax is stable. Then the
extended system (3.37)-(3.38) becomes globally asymptotically stable.
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Case II: The stability of unforced system is unknown
Consider the extended system which is formed by (3.33) and (3.36), i. e.

(3.52) & = Ax+ Bu,
(3.53) @ = —aBTQxz — aRu.
Let

. A B

The extended system (3.52)-(3.53) becomes asymptotically stable if there exist o, Q)
and R such that matrix A becomes Hurwitz. According to Proposition 2.1, values
of a, @ and R can be found if system (3.52) is controllable.

4. Conclusions

We have studied the dynamic feedback control for stabilization of linear control
system. In linear system have been shown that the dynamic state feedback control
exists if static state feedback control exists when dynamic output feedback control
does not always exists even if static output feedback control exists. By assuming
the unforced system is stable and condition: if u becomes zero then & becomes
zero, the direct gradient descent control as a dynamic feedback control stabilizes
the linear system asymptotically.
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