arXiv:2112.01835v1 [eess.SY] 3 Dec 2021

Synthesis of Lyapunov Functions using Formal Verification

Lukas Munser, Grigory Devadze and Stefan Streif

Abstract— Recent employments of SMT solvers within the Lyapunov function synthesis provided effective tools for automated construction of Lyapunov functions alongside with sound computer-assisted certificates. The main benefit of the suggested approach is the formal correctness and elimination of the numerical uncertainty. In the present work we extend the SMTbased synthesis approach for wider classes of continuous and discrete-time systems. Additionally, we address constructions of Lyapunov functions for state-dependent switching systems. We illustrate our approach by means of various examples from the control systems literature.

I. INTRODUCTION We consider the problem of certifying the stability of either continuous-time dynamical systems

ẋ = f(x) (1)

or discrete-time systems

x^+ = f(x), (2)

where f : D → R^n is a continuous function with equilibrium point at the origin and D ⊆ R^n . The stability is certificated via a Lyapunov function V (x), where it is assumed that the function V (x) is defined by a parameter vector p and satisfies (w.l.o.g. for continuous-time case):

V (0) = 0 V (x) > 0 ∀x ∈ D \ {0} V̇ (x) ≤ 0 ∀x ∈ D \ {0}. (3)

If V (x) exists then the equilibrium of f(x) is stable. Furthermore, if V̇ (x) < 0, then the equilibrium of f(x) is asymptotically stable [1, p. 100].

From a computational point of view proving the (asymptotic) stability for a general dynamical system is undecidable, as the problem (3) can be reduced to the statement of Richardson’s Theorem [2]. Furthermore the numerical construction may lead to invalid output due the absence of the sufficient accuracy or inconsistent floating-point effects [3], [4]. As opposed to the pure numerical methods, formal verification provides an effective framework for automated program synthesis. That is, we aim for a routine which tries simultaneously to construct a Lyapunov function and output additionally a formal certificate such that (3) holds. Contributions and Outline of this work.

The goal of the present work is to extend the Satisfiability Modulo Theories (SMT) based approach to synthesize the

The authors are with the Technische Universität Chemnitz, Automatic Control and System Dynamics Lab, Germany (e-mail: {lukas.munser, grigory.devadze, stefan.streif}@etit.tu-chemnitz.de)

Lyapunov functions for nonpolynomial and switching systems. We start with a review of related work in Section II. The necessary preliminaries of SMT and CEGIS are presented in Section III. The main result, i.e. the framework of constructions of Lyapunov function for the desired classes of dynamical systems is derived in Section IV. In Section V we show the application and the effectiveness of our CEGIS framework with some example systems. Finally, in Section VI, we give an outlook where the possible incorporation of the CEGIS framework may produce interesting results.

II. RELATED WORKS As mentioned in the previous Section, the algorithmic construction of Lyapunov functions is a notorious difficult task and often discussed problem in nonlinear control theory. An overview about computational methods for Lyapunov functions is given in [5]. Several methods are limited to a special case of systems, such as positive dimensional polynomial systems [6]. A well-established method to synthesize Lyapunov functions is Sum of Squares Decomposition (SOS) [7]. There are also optimization based method as [8], [9]. Additionally machine learning approaches may be used in context of construction of Lyapunov functions, Mcgough [10] employs an evolutionary algorithm to construct candidate Lyapunov functions. Another approach is to train a neural network to approximate a Lyapunov function [11], [12]. Besides the construction, the formal verification of the Lyapunov function is an interesting and important topic by itself [13]–[15], since one has to be careful whether the output of the implemented numerical construction is indeed a Lyapunov function. Thus, the construction of Lyapunov function can be viewed as a certain program synthesis problem. Moreover, it is possible to synthesize and verify programs simultaneously. One of the main approaches consists of searching for counterexamples for first-order logical formulas and reusing them to support the program construction routines [16]–[18].

This framework is called Counterexample Guided Inductive Synthesis (CEGIS). An important task for the speed and convergence of the method is finding and selecting the examples [19]. Counterexample based approaches have been also employed in control applications [20], [21]. Ahmed [3] introduces a framework to synthesize Lyapunov functions for linear, non-linear (polynomial), and parametric models. The CEGIS approach for the synthesis of a Lyapunov function parameterized by the neural networks are discussed in [22]. A possible approach to deal with non-polynomial systems, is to analytically transform the problem into a polynomial one [7]. The SMT-solver dReal, used in [23], allows to add a numerical error bound specified by the user, to handle such functions [24]. In [25] a non-polynomial is formulated by an uncertain polynomial system with parameter ranges obtained from the truncated Taylor expansion and a parameterizable remainder. Construction for nonpolynomial systems may often result in time out of CEGIS procedure [21]. Therefore one needs to be cautious in choosing the required approximation structures.

III. PRELIMINARIES

A. Satisfiability modulo theories using Z3

SMT generalize Boolean satisfiability by adding equality reasoning, arithmetic, fixed-size bit-vectors, arrays, quantifiers, and other useful first-order theories [26]. In this work the SMT-Solver Z3 [27] is used which tries to verify whether a given first-order formula is satisfiable (sat) or unsat otherwise.

For an easy example consider the following inequality system:

x^2_1 + x^2 ≤ 1, x_1 + x_2 = 1. (4)

The implementation using Z3Py, an interface for Z3 in Python, results in:

x1,x2 = Reals(’x1 x2’) s = Solver() s.add(x1**2+x2**2<=1, x1+x2==1) print(s.check())

In this case Z3 returns sat, since the inequalities are satisfiable. print(s.model()) returns a possible solution, here [x2 = 1/2, x1 = 1/2]. If the second formula is changed to x1+x2==2, Z3 would return unsat, since obviously no solution for this particular inequality system exists.

B. Counterexample Guided Synthesis Using Z3

Counterexample Guided Synthesis (CEGIS) is an iterative algorithm in which two phases, the verification phase and the learner phase, are performed alternately. In the verification phase the properties program (a Lyapunov function in our case) are checked. If the desired properties are not fulfilled and a counterexample is found, this counterexample is passed to the learner phase. In the learner phase, a new candidate is generated, which has to fulfill all previous counterexamples. This procedure repeats until no more counterexamples can be found. The learner-verifier framework is illustrated in Fig. 1. In the following, we investigate how CEGIS can be used to

Learner

Verifier V (x)x^{ce}

Fig. 1. Counterexample based synthesis of a Lyapunov function.

construct Lyapunov functions and thus formally prove the stability of the dynamical system.

Input preparation – The candidate Lyapunov function V (x) is parameterized by a parameter vector p. To verify the conditions (3) one calculates V̇ (x) as

V̇ (x) = ∇V · f(x) = ∂V (x) ∂x_1 f_1(x) . . ∂V (x) ∂x_n f_n(x) . (5)

An initial parameter vector p is selected randomly and passed to the verifier.

Verifier – A counterexample for the candidate Lyapunov function V (x) does not satisfy (3). If asymptotic stability is to be proved, correspondingly V̇ (x) < 0 must not hold. Consequently, the following system of inequalities must be solved. V (x) < 0 ∨ V̇ (x) ≥ 0, x ∈ D \ {0} (6) The system of such inequalities can be implemented in Z3 as follows.

verifier = Solver() verifier.add(Or(V<=0,V dot>=0)) verifier.check()

The set D and the separate consideration of the equilibrium is implemented by additional boundaries (e.g. verifier.add(x<2, x!=0 ). If no solution exists, the output of the verifier.check() is unsat. That is, no counterexample exists and the candidate function satisfies (3) and thus is a Lyapunov function for the system f(x). If the system is satisfied, the output of the verifier is sat, verifier.model() gives a counterexample x_{ce} for the candidate function. This counterexample is passed to the learner as an additional inequality constraint. Learner – The counterexamples from the verifier are added to the existing set of examples X_{ce}. Thus, m = |X_{ce}| counterexamples result into following 2m inequalities:

V (x_{ce i}) > 0, V̇ (x_{ce i}) < 0, i = 1, . . . , m. (7)

This is implemented and verified in Z3:

learner = Solver() learner.add(V>0,V dot<0) learner.check()

If the inequality system has no solution, the output of the check is unsat and no Lyapunov function with the given structure exists. If the output of the check is sat, learner.model() gives a new parameter vector p for a new candidate function. It should be noted that due to the undecidable nature of the problem, the algorithm does not necessarily terminate and the number of necessary iterations even may depend on the initial parameters as it will be shown later. The algorithm is summarized in Fig. 2.

V, D Verifier calculate V̇ (x) solve V (x) < 0, ∨V̇ (x) ≥ 0 x ∈ D \ {0} Lyapunov function found unsat

Learner add x_{ce} to X_{ce} solve V (x_{ce i}) > 0, V̇ (x_{ce i}) < 0 ∀x_{ce i} ∈ X_{ce} no Lyapunov function exists stop unsat|Xce| > mmax sat V sat x_{ce}

Fig. 2. Algorithm counterexample based synthesis of a Lyapunov function.

IV. MAIN RESULT In this section we present the framework of construction of Lyapunov functions for certain chosen classes of dynamical systems.

A. Constructions for Nonpolynomial Systems

In order to handle nonpolynomial dynamical systems in Z3, we may try to approximate these by some polynomial series and bound the estimation error. We include the resulted error bound to the inequality system to verify the original problem. For instance, consider the exponential function, which can be approximated by the following Taylor series:

exp(x) := N∑ n=0 x^n n! + ∞∑ n=N+1 x^n n! . (8)

For a constrained state space |x| ≤ 1 +^N_2 , the remainder term |ε(x)| is bounded by | | | | ∞∑ n=N+1 x^n n! | | | | = |ε(x)| ≤ 2 |x|^{N+1} (N + 1)!

. (9)

The order of the Taylor series N must satisfy at least |x| ≤ 1 +^N_2 ∀x ∈ D such that (9) is valid. The exponential function is replaced with the corresponding Taylor series and the additional variable ε

exp(x) := N∑ n=0 x^n n! + ε(x). (10)

The constraint (9) is added to the verifier’s inequality system. The search space for the counterexamples includes now also all possible values for ε_{ce}. Thus, the resulting counterexamples x_{ce i} with the approximation error ε_{ce i} are then inserted into the learner’s inequality system. Since the deviation of the approximation is bounded, the Lyapunov function is also verified for the original system. However, it may be necessary to increase the order N of the polynomial series and tighten the approximation error.

B. Switching Systems

Given a state-dependent switching system

ẋ = f_1(x) if x ∈ D_1 f_2(x) if x ∈ D_2 · · · , (11)

where D_i are nonoverlapping subsets of D ⊆ R^n . For the stability analysis it can be exploited that the properties of each subsystem f_i are of concern only in the regions where this system is active D_i. V (x) has to satisfy (3) in all subsets independently to verify the stability of the whole switched system [28]. To handle such switching systems the algorithm must be adjusted. For each region D_i (3) must be verified, where V̇ (x) is calculated separately in each case. Only if the candidate function can be verified for every subset, a single Lyapunov function for the whole switching system is found.

C. Discrete-Time Systems

We adapt the CEGIS-framework for reasoning on discretetime systems. Given a n-dimensional discrete autonomous dynamical system x_{k+1} = f(x_k) (12)

with x = 0 be an equilibrium and x ∈ D ⊆ R^n . If there exists a function V (x) satisfying

V (0) = 0 V (x) > 0 ∀x ∈ D \ {0} V (f(x)) − V (x) ≤ 0 ∀x ∈ D \ {0}, then the equilibrium x = 0 is stable. Furthermore, if V (f(x))−V (x) < 0, the equilibrium x = 0 is asymptotically stable.

Accordingly, in the algorithm the calculation of V̇ (x) is replaced by V (f(x)) − V (x). Additional, for discrete-time systems also a Lyapunov function with absolute value is possible. The absolute value can be represented as a ifcondition in the solver Z3.

V. EXAMPLES In this section we illustrate the presented approach on several examples of dynamical systems and discuss the performance and limitations of the CEGIS procedure.

A. Simple numerical system

Consider the system

ẋ_1 =x_2 ẋ_2 = − x_1 − x_2

(13)

with D = R. Assume a quadratic Lyapunov function V (x) = p_1x^2_1 + p_2x^2 then,

V̇ (x) = ∇V · f(x) = 2p_1x_1x_2 + 2p_2x_2(−x_1 − x_2). (14)

Choosing an initial parameter vector p = [0, 0] the learner returns the counterexample x_{ce} = [1, −1]. Thus the learner determines a candidate Lyapunov function V (x) =^1_4 x^2_1 + 1 4 x^2, which is verified by Z3. If other initial parameters are chosen, the performance of the algorithm changes as well: with an initial p = [−1, 1/2] two iterations are needed to find the Lyapunov function V (x) =^1_2 x^2_1 +^1_2 x^2. With p = [−1, 1] no Lyapunov function can be found even after 100 iterations.

B. Continuous Nonpolynomial Scalar System

Consider the system

ẋ = f(x) = x^2 − exp(x) + 1 (15)

with D = {x : x ∈ [−2, 2]}. We assume a quadratic candidate Lyapunov function V (x) = px^2 and calculate V̇ (x) = ∇V · f(x) = 2px(x^2 − exp(x) + 1). (16)

The exponential function is replaced by the following polynomial series and an approximation error ε.

V̇ (x) = 2px(x^2 + 1 −^N ∑ n=0 x^n n! − ε(x)) (17)

The approximation error ε is bounded as shown in (10). That is, the convergence is valid for all x ∈ [−2, 2] and the order of the Taylor series must be at least 2. For N = 2 and a initial p = −1 the algorithm finds the counterexamples x_{ce} = 1, ε_{ce} = 0 and x_{ce} =^3_2 , ε_{ce} = 1. There is no solution for the resulting inequality system (7), the learner results unsat. So there is no quadratic Lyapunov function for this approximation. However, this does not mean that none exists for the original system. If you increase the order of the Taylor series N = 3 and choose an initial p = −1 the algorithm returns a Lyapunov function V = x^2. Because of the constraints on the error, this is also a Lyapunov function for the original problem.

C. Multidimensional System with Trigonometric Function Consider the system

ẋ_1 = −x^3_1 + x_2 ẋ_2 = − sin(x_1) − x_2

(18)

with D = {x_1 : x_1 ∈ [−3, 3]}. Assume a quadratic candidate Lyapunov function V (x) = p_1x^2_1 + p_2x^2, then

V̇ (x) = ∇V · f(x) =2p_1x_1(−x^3_1 + x_2)

+ 2p_2x_2(− sin(x_1) − x_2)

(19)

The sine function is replaced by the following Taylor series and an approximation error ε.

sin(x) := N∑ n=0 (−1)^n x^{2n+1} (2n + 1)!

+ ε(x) (20)

The approximation is bounded as follows |ε(x)| ≤ |x|^{N+1} (N + 1)!

. (21)

With an initial p = [−1, 0.5] and N = 3 the algorithm returns a Lyapunov function V =^1_2 x^2_1 +^1_2 x^2.

D. Switched System

Consider a piecewise defined system

ẋ_1 = −x_2; ẋ_2 = 2x_1 if x_1x_2 ≤ 0 ẋ_1 = −2x_2; ẋ_2 = x_1 if x_1x_2 > 0 (22)

with D = R^2 . The algorithm is adapted as described in Section IV-B and the Lyapunov function V =^1_2 x^2_1 +^1_4 x^2 is found. Note, V serves as a Lyapunov function only in the suitable regions. If the switching rule is changed to

ẋ_1 = −x_2; ẋ_2 = 2x_1 if x_1x_2 > 0 ẋ_1 = −2x_2; ẋ_2 = x_1 if x_1x_2 ≤ 0 (23)

then the Learner returns unsat and no Lyapunov function with the given structure exists. Indeed, the system is unstable as can be shown analytically.

E. Discrete-Time System

Consider a discrete-time nonlinear system

x_{1,k+1} = 1 2 x_{1,k} − 1 4 arctan(x_{2,k} )

x_{2,k+1} = − 1 4 x_{1,k} + 3 4 x_{2,k} (24)

with D = {x_1 : x_1 ∈ [−1, 1]}. To handle the arctan it is approximated with a Taylor series with N = 5.

arctan(x) := N∑ n=0 (−1)^n x^{2n+1} (2n + 1)

+ ε(x) (25)

The Remainder is bounded as follows [29]. |ε(x)| ≤ |x|^{2N+3} 2(2N + 3)

(26)

Assume a candidate Lyapunov function V (x) = p_1|x_1| + p_2|x_2|. A Lyapunov function V (x) =^1_2 |x_1| +^1_2 |x_2| is verified.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK We extended the CEGIS framework to certify the stability of a given continuous/discrete-time nonpolynomial system. We illustrated the effectiveness of the approach on several examples of dynamical systems. By synthesizing barrier certificates not only stability but also other temporal properties can be investigated, by formulating a control policy. In addition to stability analysis of dynamical systems, the CEGIS approach can also be used for automatic controller design by synthesizing a control law or a control Lyapunov function [20], [21], [25]. Moreover important barrier certificates and reachability propositions can be addressed formally using Z3 and CEGIS framework [30], [31]. Such a framework is especially useful for approaches where the controller needs to be automatically adjusted online, as in an adaptive control approach. In particular, an interesting application of CEGISframework arises in the stability analysis of adaptive dynamic programming schemes, where one has to guarantee that the desired critic parameters force the positive definiteness of the so-called Q-function approximations at each time step of the scheme [32], [33]. Using CEGIS one may construct the required Q-functions and verify the conditions of the LaSalle- Yoshizawa theorem [34, Theorem 18] simultaneously. An expansion of the approach is to consider the framework of symbolic regression [10] by trying to find suitable parametric structures for V and thus support the automation idea.

REFERENCES

[1] H. Khalil, Nonlinear Systems. Prentice-Hall. 2nd edition. [2] D. Richardson, “Some undecidable problems involving elementary functions of a real variable,” Journal of Symbolic Logic, vol. 33, no. 4, p. 514–520, 1969.

[3] D. Ahmed, A. Peruffo, and A. Abate, “Automated and sound synthesis of Lyapunov functions with SMT solvers,” in Tools and Algorithms for the Construction and Analysis of Systems, A. Biere and D. Parker, Eds. Springer International Publishing, pp. 97–114.

[4] S. M. Rump, “Algorithms for verified inclusions: Theory and practice,” in Reliability in computing. Elsevier, 1988, pp. 109–126.

[5] P. Giesl and S. Hafstein, “Review on computational methods for Lyapunov functions,” vol. 20, no. 8, pp. 2291–2331.

[6] Z. Ji, W. Wu, Y. Feng, and G. Zhang, “Constructing the lyapunov function through solving positive dimensional polynomial system,” Journal of Applied Mathematics, vol. 2013, 2013.

[7] A. Papachristodoulou and S. Prajna, “On the construction of Lyapunov functions using the sum of squares decomposition,” in Proceedings of the 41st IEEE Conference on Decision and Control, 2002., vol. 3. IEEE, 2002, pp. 3482–3487.

[8] A. Milias-Argeitis and M. Khammash, “Optimization-based Lyapunov function construction for continuous-time Markov chains with affine transition rates,” in 53rd IEEE Conference on Decision and Control, 2014, pp. 4617–4622.

[9] K. Forsman, “Construction of Lyapunov functions using Grobner bases,” in [1991] Proceedings of the 30th IEEE Conference on Decision and Control. IEEE, 1991, pp. 798–799.

[10] J. Mcgough, A. Christianson, and R. Hoover, “Symbolic computation of Lyapunov functions using evolutionary algorithms,” 01 2010.

[11] L. Grüne, “Overcoming the curse of dimensionality for approximating Lyapunov functions with deep neural networks under a small-gain condition,” vol. 54, no. 9, pp. 317–322, 24th International Symposium on Mathematical Theory of Networks and Systems MTNS 2020. [Online]. Available: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/ S2405896321006467 [12] N. Gaby, F. Zhang, and X. Ye, “Lyapunov-net: A deep neural network architecture for Lyapunov function approximation,” 2021. [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2109.13359 [13] M. Althoff, “Formal and compositional analysis of power systems using reachable sets,” IEEE T. Power Syst., vol. 29, no. 5, 2014.

[14] M. Chan, D. Ricketts, S. Lerner, and G. Malecha. (2016) Formal verification of stability properties of cyber-physical systems. [Online]. Available: {\smallveridrone.ucsd.edu/\\papers/coqpl2016.pdf} [15] P. Osinenko, G. Devadze, and S. Streif, “Constructive analysis of control system stability,” IFAC-PapersOnLine, vol. 50, no. 1, pp. 7467– 7474, 2017.

[16] A. Abate, C. David, P. Kesseli, D. Kroening, and E. Polgreen, “Counterexample guided inductive synthesis modulo theories,” in Computer Aided Verification, H. Chockler and G. Weissenbacher, Eds. Springer International Publishing, pp. 270–288.

[17] E. Polgreen, R. Abboud, and D. Kroening, “Counterexample guided neural synthesis,” CoRR, vol. abs/2001.09245, 2020. [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2001.09245 [18] A. Reynolds, M. Deters, V. Kuncak, C. Tinelli, and C. Barrett, “On counterexample guided quantifier instantiation for synthesis in CVC4,” 2015.

[19] Y. Pu, Z. Miranda, A. Solar-Lezama, and L. Kaelbling, “Selecting representative examples for program synthesis,” in Proceedings of the 35th International Conference on Machine Learning, ser. Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, J. Dy and A. Krause, Eds., vol. 80. PMLR, 10–15 Jul 2018, pp. 4161–4170. [Online]. Available: https://proceedings.mlr.press/v80/pu18b.html [20] C. F. Verdier and M. M. Jr., “Formal controller synthesis for hybrid systems using genetic programming,” 2020.

[21] H. Ravanbakhsh and S. Sankaranarayanan, “Counter-example guided synthesis of control Lyapunov functions for switched systems,” in 2015 54th IEEE Conference on Decision and Control (CDC), 2015, pp. 4232–4239.

[22] H. Dai, B. Landry, M. Pavone, and R. Tedrake, “Counter-example guided synthesis of neural network Lyapunov functions for piecewise linear systems,” in 2020 59th IEEE Conference on Decision and Control (CDC), 2020, pp. 1274–1281.

[23] J. Kapinski, J. V. Deshmukh, S. Sankaranarayanan, and N. Arechiga, “Simulation-guided Lyapunov analysis for hybrid dynamical systems,” in Proceedings of the 17th International Conference on Hybrid Systems: Computation and Control, ser. HSCC ’14. New York, NY, USA: Association for Computing Machinery, 2014, p. 133–142. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1145/2562059.2562139 [24] S. Gao, S. Kong, and E. M. Clarke, “dReal: An SMT solver for nonlinear theories over the reals,” in Automated Deduction – CADE-24, M. P. Bonacina, Ed. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2013, pp. 208–214.

[25] D. Han and M. Althoff, “Control synthesis for non-polynomial systems: a domain of attraction perspective,” in 2015 54th IEEE Conference on Decision and Control (CDC). IEEE, 2015, pp. 1160– 1167.

[26] L. de Moura and N. Bjørner, “Z3: An efficient SMT solver,” in Tools and Algorithms for the Construction and Analysis of Systems, C. R. Ramakrishnan and J. Rehof, Eds. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, pp. 337–340.

[27] Microsoft Research, “The Z3 theorem prover.” [Online]. Available:

https://github.com/Z3Prover/z3 [28] M. Wang and J. Zhao, “Quadratic stabilization of a class of switched nonlinear systems via singleLyapunov function,” vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 44–53. [Online]. Available: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/ article/pii/S1751570X09000880 [29] H. A. Medina, “A sequence of polynomials for approximating arctangent,” vol. 113, no. 2, pp. 156–161. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1080/00029890.2006.11920289 [30] P. Jagtap, S. Soudjani, and M. Zamani, “Formal synthesis of stochastic systems via control barrier certificates,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 66, no. 7, pp. 3097–3110, 2021.

[31] M. Anand, P. Jagtapt, and M. Zamani, “Verification of switched stochastic systems via barrier certificates,” in 2019 IEEE 58th Conference on Decision and Control (CDC), 2019, pp. 4373–4378.

[32] L. Beckenbach, P. Osinenko, T. Göhrt, and S. Streif, “Constrained and stabilizing stacked adaptive dynamic programming and a comparison with model predictive control,” in European Control Conference (ECC).

[33] L. Beckenbach, P. Osinenko, and S. Streif, “A Q-learning predictive control scheme with guaranteed stability,” vol. 56, pp. 167–178.

[34] M. Krstic, P. V. Kokotovic, and I. Kanellakopoulos, Nonlinear and adaptive control design. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1995.