arXiv:2204.01148v4 [math.OC] 16 Mar 2023

Data-based Control of Feedback Linearizable Systems

Mohammad Alsalti^1, Victor G. Lopez^1, Julian Berberich^2, Frank Allgöwer^2, and Matthias A. Müller^1

©2023 IEEE. Personal use of this material is permitted. Permission from IEEE must be obtained for all other uses, in any current or future media, including reprinting/republishing this material for advertising or promotional purposes, creating new collective works, for resale or redistribution to servers or lists, or reuse of any copyrighted component of this work in other works.

Abstract—We present an extension of Willems’ Fundamental Lemma to the class of multi-input multi-output discretetime feedback linearizable nonlinear systems, thus providing a data-based representation of their input-output trajectories. Two sources of uncertainty are considered. First, the unknown linearizing input is inexactly approximated by a set of basis functions. Second, the measured output data is contaminated by additive noise. Further, we propose an approach to approximate the solution of the data-based simulation and output matching problems, and show that the difference from the true solution is bounded. Finally, the results are illustrated on an example of a fully-actuated double inverted pendulum.

I. INTRODUCTION Over the past two decades, researchers explored designing controllers directly from data without explicitly identifying a mathematical model of the system (cf. [1] and the references therein). In contrast to model-based control techniques, direct data-based control can be useful in cases where modeling complex systems from first principles is challenging [2].

A remarkable result from behavioral control theory [3] states that for a controllable, discrete-time linear time-invariant (DT-LTI) system, the entire vector space of input-output trajectories can be spanned by a single, persistently exciting, input-output trajectory. Now known as the fundamental lemma, this result recently motivated a large number of works in the field of direct data-based system analysis and controller design. For example, it was used for data-based simulation and control of DT-LTI systems [4]. It has also been translated to the state-space framework [5], [6] and was used to design LQR controllers [7]–[9], as well as predictive controllers [10], [11] with stability and robustness guarantees [12], [13]. Extensions to Hammerstein-Wiener systems appeared in [5] and Second- Order Volterra systems in [14]. It was also used to design controllers for classes of nonlinear systems purely from data in [15]–[18]. For a more complete and comprehensive review, the reader is referred to the review paper [19]. Apart from the fundamental lemma, data-driven stabilization for single-input single-output (SISO) feedback linearizable nonlinear systems appeared in [20]. There, input-affine continuous-time systems were addressed assuming constant inter-sampling behavior of the states under high enough sampling rate.

1Leibniz University Hannover, Institute of Automatic Control, 30167 Hannover, Germany. E-mail:{alsalti,lopez,mueller}@irt.uni-hannover.de

2University of Stuttgart, Institute for Systems Theory and Automatic Control, 70550 Stuttgart, Germany. E-mail: {julian.berberich, frank.allgower}@ist.uni-stuttgart.de

This work has received funding from the European Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (grant agreement No 948679). This work was also funded by Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) under Germany’s Excellence Strategy - EXC 2075 - 390740016 and under grant 468094890. We acknowledge the support by the Stuttgart Center for Simulation Science (SimTech).

In this paper, we build on our previous work [21], where SISO flat systems were investigated and a data-based system representation was given assuming that an exact expansion using basis functions is known. Compared to [21], here we treat general multi-input multi-output (MIMO) full-state feedback linearizable nonlinear systems, which model a variety of physical systems, e.g., robotic manipulators (other examples can be found in [22]). Furthermore, we provide suitable error bounds for the results of the simulation and output matching control problems when (i) the given basis functions do not exactly represent the unknown nonlinearities, and (ii) the measured output data is noisy.

After reviewing notation, definitions and existing results in Section II, we provide a data-based representation of feedback linearizable nonlinear systems in Section III by exploiting linearity in transformed coordinates along with a set of basis functions that depend only on input-output data to approximate the unknown nonlinearities. In Section IV, we provide constructive methods to approximately solve the simulation and output-matching control problems despite basis functions approximation error and only using input and noisy output data. We then show that the difference between the estimated and true outputs is upper bounded. We illustrate the results on a model of a fully-actuated double inverted pendulum in Section V and conclude the paper in Section VI.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Notation

The set of integers in the interval [a, b] is denoted by Z_{[a,b]}. For a vector w ∈ R^n , p−norms for p = 1, 2, ∞ are denoted by ‖w‖_p, respectively, whereas ‖M‖_i for i = 1, 2, ∞ denotes the induced norm of a matrix M. We use 0 to denote a vector or a matrix of zeros of appropriate dimensions. An n×n identity matrix is denoted by I_n.

For a sequence {z_k}^{N−1}_{k=0} with z_k ∈ R^η , each element is expressed as z_k = [ z_{1,k} z_{2,k} . . . z_{η,k} ]_⊤ . The stacked vector of that sequence is given by z = [ z^⊤_0 . . . z^⊤_{N−1} ]_⊤ , and a window of it by z_{[a,b]} = [ z^⊤_a . . . z^⊤_b ]_⊤ . The Hankel matrix of depth L of this sequence is given by

H_L(z) = z_0 z_1 . . . z_{N−L} z_1 z_2 . . . z_{N−L+1} . . . . .. . . . z_{L−1} z_L . . . z_{N−1} .

Throughout the paper, the notion of persistency of excitation (PE) is defined as follows.

Definition 1. The sequence {z_k}^{N−1}_{k=0} is said to be persistently exciting of order L if rank(H_L(z)) = ηL.

B. Discrete-time feedback linearizable systems

Consider the following DT-MIMO square nonlinear system

x_{k+1} = f (x_k, u_k), y_k = h(x_k), (1)

where x_k ∈ R^n is the state vector and u_k, y_k ∈ R^m are the input and output vectors, respectively. The functions f : R^n ×R^m → R^n , h : R^n → R^m are analytic functions with f(0, 0) = 0 and h(0) = 0. We define f^j_O as the j−th iterated composition of the undriven dynamics f_O := f(·, 0). A sequence {u_k, y_k}^{N−1}_{k=0} is said to be an input-output trajectory of the nonlinear system (1) if there exists an initial condition x_0 such that (1) holds for all k ∈ Z_{[0,N−1]}.

As defined in [23], each output y_i = h_i(x) of the nonlinear system (1), for i ∈ Z_{[1,m]}, is said to have a (globally) welldefined relative degree d_i if at least one of the m inputs at time k affects the i−th output at time k + d_i. In particular,

y_{i,k+di} = h_i(f^{di−1}_O (f(x_k , u_k))). (2)

To bring the system in (1) to the DT normal form, we make the following standard assumptions (see [23]).

Assumption 1. For any x_k ∈ R^n , ∃ ũ_k ∈ R^m such that

h_i(f^{di−1}_O (f(x_k , ũ_k))) = 0, ∀i ∈ Z_{[1,m]}. (3)

Assumption 2. For any x_k ∈ R^n , the decoupling matrix D(x_k , u_k) evaluated at ũ_k has rank(D(x_k , ũ_k)) = m, where

D(x_k , u_k)_{{i,j}} = ∂h_i(f^{di−1}_O (f (x_k, u_k))) / ∂u_{j,k}. (4) Assumption 3. The sum of relative degrees of the outputs of system (1) is equal to the system dimension, i.e., ∑ i d_i = n.

Assumptions 1 and 2 are standard and they are needed to invoke the implicit function theorem and show existence of an invertible coordinate transformation and a feedback linearizing control law u_k = γ(x_k, v_k) that results in a linear map from v_k to y_k (cf. [23, Prop. 3.1]). Assumption 3 is needed for the system to be full-state feedback linearizable, i.e., having no internal dynamics. For globally well-defined relative degrees, this condition can be checked by perturbing the system from rest and recording the first time instants at which each output changes from zero (cf. (2)). If the sum of all these instances is n, Assumption 3 is fulfilled. Feedback linearization of DT- MIMO nonlinear systems is formally stated as follows.

Theorem 1 ([23], Prop. 3.1). Let Assumptions 1-3 be satisfied, then there exists an invertible (w.r.t. v_k ) feedback control law u_k = γ(x_k, v_k), with γ : R^n × R^m → R^m and an invertible coordinate transformation Ξ_k = T (x_k), such that system (1) is input-output decoupled and can be written as

Ξ_{k+1} = AΞ_k + Bv_k, y_k = CΞ_k, (5)

where Ξ_k = [ ξ_{1,k} . . . ξ_{n,k} ]_⊤ ∈ R^n is defined as

Ξ_k = [ y^⊤_{1,[k,k+d1−1]} . . . y^⊤_{m,[k,k+dm−1]} ]_⊤ . (6)

Further, A, B, C are in block-Brunovsky^1 form, which are a controllable/observable triplet.

1We use the term “block-Brunovsky form” to refer to block diagonal matrices with Brunovsky canonical form matrices as diagonal elements. See Appendix A for more information on the structure of the A, B, C matrices.

Theorem 1 shows that a nonlinear system (1) that satisfies Assumptions 1-3 has an equivalent linear representation where the input-state and input-output maps are linear and decoupled. That is, each synthetic input v_i only affects its corresponding output y_i for all i ∈ Z_{[1,m]}. In the next section, we use Theorem 1 to provide a data-based representation of trajectories of full-state feedback linearizable systems.

III. WILLEMS’ FUNDAMENTAL LEMMA FOR FEEDBACK LINEARIZABLE SYSTEMS

In the setting of data-based control, one typically only has access to input-output data and not to the synthetic input v_k or the corresponding state transformation T (x_k). In order to come up with a data-based description of the trajectories of the nonlinear system (1) (or the equivalent system (5)), the synthetic input is expressed as (cf. [23])

v_k= v_{1,k} . . v_{m,k} = h_1 ( f^{d1−1}_O (f(x_k , u_k)) ) . . h_m ( f^{dm−1} O (f(x_k , u_k)) ) =:Φ̃(u_k, x_k ). (7)

By Theorem 1, it holds that x_k = T^{−1}(Ξ_k) and, hence, one can define Φ(u_k, Ξ_k) := Φ̃(u_k , T^{−1}(Ξ_k)), which allows us to parameterize v_k using input-output data only since Ξ_k is given by shifted outputs (see (6)). Note that Φ(u_k, Ξ_k) is unknown, therefore we approximate it by a set of basis functions that depend only on input and output data. In particular,

v_k = Φ(u_k, Ξ_k) (8) = ϕ_1(u_k , Ξ_k) . . ϕ_m(u_k , Ξ_k) = g^⊤_1 . . g^⊤_m Ψ(u, Ξk)+ ε_1(u_k, Ξ_k) . . ε_m(u_k, Ξ_k) =: GΨ(u_k, Ξ_k) + ϵ(u_k, Ξ_k),

where Ψ(u_k, Ξ_k) is the vector of r ∈ N locally Lipschitz continuous and linearly independent basis functions ψ_j : R^m × R^n → R for j ∈ Z_{[1,r]} and ϵ(u_k, Ξ_k) is the stacked vector of approximation errors ε_i : R^m × R^n → R for i ∈ Z_{[1,m]}. The term G ∈ R^{m×r} is the matrix of unknown coefficients of the basis functions and g^⊤_i , for i ∈ Z_{[1,m]}, represent its rows. For the theoretical analysis presented in this paper, we define, but never compute, G as follows^2

G := arg min_G ⟨Φ − GΨ, Φ − GΨ⟩ . (9)

The minimization problem in (9) is a least-squares problem that minimizes the average approximation error on a compact subset of the input-state space Ω ⊂ R^m × R^n . Furthermore, if the choice of basis functions contains Φ(u_k , Ξ_k) in their span and the data is noiseless, then a unique solution to (9) exists and the results of [21] are retrieved. For the subsequent analysis, the following assumption is made on G.

Assumption 4. The matrix of coefficients G has full row rank.

2The inner product is given by ⟨ρ_1, ρ_2⟩ = ∫ Ω ρ_1(ℓ_1, ℓ_2)ρ_2(ℓ_1, ℓ_2)dℓ_1dℓ_2 for some Ω ⊂ R^m × R^n.

From (2), (7) and (8) (cf. also (14) below), it can be seen that Assumption 4 corresponds to the outputs being linearly independent. This is fulfilled in, e.g., robotic manipulators and other fully-actuated mechanical systems (cf. [22]).

Inevitably, measured data is noisy. In what follows, we denote the collected output measurements by ỹ_k = y_k + w_k, where ‖w_k‖_∞ ≤ w^∗, for all k ≥ 0, is a uniformly bounded output measurement noise. As a result of using noisy data, the unknown nonlinear function Φ in (8) is now expressed as

Φ(u_k, Ξ_k) = GΨ(u_k, Ξ̃_k) + ϵ(u_k, Ξ̃_k) + δ(ω_k), (10)

where δ(ω_k) := GΨ(u_k, Ξ_k) + ϵ(u_k, Ξ_k) − GΨ(u_k, Ξ̃_k) − ϵ(u_k, Ξ̃_k), Ξ̃_k = Ξ_k + ω_k and

ω_k = [ w^⊤_{1,[k,k+d1 −1]} · · · w^⊤_{m,[k,k+dm−1]} ]_⊤ . Now, one can substitute (10) back into (5) to obtain

Ξ_{k+1} = AΞ_k + BG(Ψ(u_k, Ξ̃_k) + E(u_k, Ξ̃_k) + D(ω_k)), ỹ_k= CΞ_k + w_k, (11)

where E(u_k , Ξ̃_k) := G^†ϵ(u_k , Ξ̃_k), D(ω_k) = G^†δ(ω_k) and G^† := G^⊤(GG^⊤)^{−1} is a right inverse of G, which exists by Assumption 4. For convenience, we use the following notation throughout the paper

Ψ̂_k(u, Ξ̃) := Ψ(u_k, Ξ̃_k), ϵ̂_k(u, Ξ̃) := ϵ(u_k, Ξ̃_k), ε̂_{i,k}(u, Ξ̃) := ε_i(u_k, Ξ̃_k ), Ê_k(u, Ξ̃) := E(u_k, Ξ̃_k), δ̂_k(ω) := δ(ω_k), D̂_k(ω) := D(ω_k).

(12)

Using the notation in (12), system (11) can now be written as

Ξ_{k+1} = AΞ_k + BG(Ψ̂_k(u, Ξ̃) + Ê_k(u, Ξ̃) + D̂_k(ω)), ỹ_k= CΞ_k + w_k, (13)

For the system in (13), the following holds.

Lemma 1. The pair (A, BG) is controllable.

Proof. See Appendix B.

Systems that are in the block-Brunovsky canonical form as in (5) have two appealing properties that will be extensively used throughout the paper. First, the state Ξ_k , and its noisy counterpart Ξ̃_k = Ξ_k + ω_k, are defined as the shifted outputs as in (6). Second, the system is input-output decoupled from v_k to y_k . This means that the i−th synthetic input at time k is equal to the i−th (noiseless) output at time k + d_i, i.e.,

y_{i,k+di}^{(2),(7)}= v_{i,k} = ϕ_i(u_k , Ξ_k)^{(8),(12)}= g^⊤_i ( Ψ̂_k(u, Ξ)+Ê_k(u, Ξ) ) (10) = g^⊤_i ( Ψ̂_k(u, Ξ̃)+Ê_k(u, Ξ̃)+D̂_k(ω) ) . (14)

In the following theorem, we extend the results of [3] to the class of DT-MIMO full-state feedback linearizable nonlinear systems. Theorem 2 studies the nominal case for which the approximation error in (8) is zero and the data is noiseless. For this case, (13) reduces to

Ξ_{k+1} = AΞ_k + BGΨ̂_k(u, Ξ), y_k = CΞ_k. (15)

The case for which the basis functions approximation errors and output noise are nonzero is studied in Section IV.

Theorem 2. Suppose Assumptions 1–4 are satisfied and let {u_k}^{N−1}_{k=0} , {y_{i,k}}^{N+di−1}_{k=0} , for i ∈ Z_{[1,m]}, be a trajectory of a full-state feedback linearizable system as in (1). Furthermore, let {Ψ̂_k(u, Ξ)}^{N−1}_{k=0} from (15) be persistently exciting of order L + n. Then, any {ū_k}^{L−1}_{k=0} , {ȳ_{i,k}}^{L+di−1}_{k=0} is a trajectory of system (1) if and only if there exists α ∈ R^{N−L+1} such that the following holds [ H_L(Ψ̂(u, Ξ)) H_{L+1}(Ξ) ] α = [ Ψ̂(ū, Ξ̄) Ξ̄ ] , (16)

where Ψ̂(ū, Ξ̄) is the stacked vector of the sequence {Ψ̂_k(ū, Ξ̄)}^{L−1}_{k=0} , while Ξ, Ξ̄ are the stacked vectors of {Ξ_k}^N_{k=0}, {Ξ̄_k}^L_{k=0} which, according to (6), are composed of {y_{i,k}}^{N+di−1} k=0 , {ȳ_{i,k}}^{L+di−1}_{k=0} , respectively.

Proof. According to Theorem 1, {Ψ̂_k(ū, Ξ̄)}^{L−1}_{k=0} , {ȳ_{i,k}}^{L+di−1} k=0 is an input-output trajectory of (15) if and only if {ū_k}^{L−1}_{k=0} , {ȳ_{i,k}}^{L+di−1}_{k=0} is an input-output trajectory of (1).

Using the input-output trajectory {u_k}^{N−1}_{k=0} , {y_{i,k}}^{N+di−1}_{k=0} of system (1), one can construct the following sequences {Ψ̂_k(u, Ξ)}^{N−1}_{k=0} and {Ξ_k}^N_{k=0}, which correspond to an inputstate trajectory (15). Since {Ψ̂_k(u, Ξ)}^{N−1}_{k=0} is persistently exciting of order L + n by assumption, and the pair (A, BG) is controllable by Lemma 1, then [3] shows that any {Ψ̂_k(ū, Ξ̄)}^{L−1}_{k=0} , {Ξ̄_k}^{L−1}_{k=0} is an input-state trajectory of (15) if and only if there exists α ∈ R^{N−L+1} such that [ H_L(Ψ̂(u, Ξ)) H_L(Ξ_{[0,N−1]}) ] α = [ Ψ̂(ū, Ξ̄) Ξ̄_{[0,L−1]} ] . (17)

Next, notice from (14) that for each output ȳ_i, for i ∈ Z_{[1,m]}, the following holds

ȳ_{i,[L,L+di−1]}^{(14)}= (I_{di} ⊗ g^⊤_i )Ψ̂_{[L−di,L−1]}(ū, Ξ̄) (18)

(17) = (I_{di} ⊗ g^⊤_i )H_{di} (Ψ̂_{[L−di,N−1]}(u, Ξ))α (14) = H_{di} ( y_{i,[L,N+di−1]} ) α. Furthermore, the state Ξ̄_L can be written as

Ξ̄_L^{(6)}= ȳ_{1,[L,L+d1−1]} . . ȳ_{m,[L,L+dm−1]} (^{18)}= H_{d1} (y_{1,[L,N+d1−1]}) . . H_{dm} (y_{m,[L,N+dm−1]}) α = H_1(Ξ_{[L,N]})α. (19)

Finally, concatenating (19) with (17) results in (16) which completes the proof.

Theorem 2 provides a purely data-based representation of full-state feedback linearizable systems. In particular, each input-output trajectory {ū_k}^{L−1}_{k=0} , {ȳ_{i,k}}^{L+di−1}_{k=0} , for i ∈ Z_{[1,m]}, can be parameterized via (16) using a priori collected data {u_k}^{N−1}_{k=0} , {y_{i,k}}^{N+di−1}_{k=0} . The setting of Theorem 2 is an idealization that may not be satisfied in practice due to non-zero errors ϵ(u_k, Ξ̃_k) and δ(ω_k) in (10). Moreover, the persistency of excitation condition of {Ψ̂_k(u, Ξ)}^{N−1}_{k=0} can only be checked after collecting the input-output data but cannot be enforced a priori by a suitable design of u. This is because the basis functions depend not only on the input but on the output as well. For the above reasons, we provide in the next section constructive methods to approximately solve the simulation and output-matching control problems in a data-based fashion and without requiring persistency of excitation. Furthermore, we provide qualitative error bounds on the difference between the estimated and true outputs and show that these errors tend to zero if (i) the noise in the data as well as the basis function approximation error tend to zero and (ii) persistency of excitation condition is satisfied.

IV. DATA-BASED SIMULATION & OUTPUT-MATCHING

In this section, we investigate the data-based simulation and output-matching control problems for the class of DT-MIMO feedback linearizable nonlinear systems (1). For the nominal setting, where the basis function expansion in (8) is exact and the output data is noiseless, the data-based simulation and output matching problems can be formulated in a similar manner as in [21, Propositions 2 and 3]. For space reasons, we skip the nominal case here and consider the practically more relevant setting where ϵ(u_k, Ξ̃_k) ≢ 0, δ(ω_k) ≢ 0 in (10). To do so, in the following we restrict our analysis to a compact subset of the input-state space Ω ⊂ R^m × R^n , i.e., we assume from here on that the a priori collected input and output trajectories as well as the simulated/matched trajectories evolve in the set Ω. This, along with local Lipschitz continuity^3 of Φ and the chosen basis functions, guarantees a uniform upper bound on the approximation error ϵ(u_k, Ξ_k) for all (u_k, Ξ_k) ∈ Ω. This assumption is summarized as follows.

Assumption 5. The error in the basis function approximation ϵ̂_k(u, Ξ) is uniformly upper bounded by ε^∗ > 0, i.e., ‖ ‖ϵ̂k(u, Ξ)^‖_∞ ≤ ε^∗, for all (uk, Ξk) ∈ Ω ⊂ R^m × R^n , where

Ω is a compact subset of the input-state space.

Since Ê_k(u, Ξ) := G^†ϵ̂_k(u, Ξ), Assumption 5 implies

‖Ê_k(u, Ξ)‖_∞≤ ‖G^†‖_∞‖ϵ̂_k(u, Ξ)‖_∞≤ ‖G^†‖_∞ε^∗. (20)

Remark 1. (a) We denote the Lipschitz constant of Φ w.r.t. Ξ in the compact set Ω by K_Ξ. (b) The function δ(ω) in (10) satisfies δ(0) = 0 and, by local Lipschitz continuity of Φ and Ψ w.r.t Ξ on the compact set Ω and boundedness of w_k, there exists a K_w > 0 such that ‖δ(ω_k)‖_∞ ≤ K_ww^∗ for all k ≥ 0.

A. Data-based simulation

The data-based simulation problem is defined as follows.

Definition 2. Data-based simulation [4]: Given an input ū and initial conditions x̄_0 for the nonlinear system in (1), find the corresponding output trajectory ȳ using only input-output data, i.e., without explicitly identifying a model of the system.

In the following theorem, we solve a minimization problem for α in contrast to solving a set of nonlinear equations in (16). Once a solution is obtained, an approximate output trajectory is found and its difference from the true simulated output is shown to be bounded.

3According to (7) and the discussion below it, Φ is the iterated composition of the continuously differentiable functions f , h and T^{−1} (which is continuously differentiable by (2) and (6)). Hence, Φ is locally Lipschitz continuous.

In what follows, we use Ψ̂(u, Ξ̃) to denote the stacked vector of {Ψ̂_k(u, Ξ̃)}^{N−1}_{k=0} . Moreover, for some input to be simulated ū and some vector α ∈ R^{N−L+1} , we use Ψ̂(ū, H_{L+1}(Ξ̃)α) to denote the stacked vector of the sequence {Ψ̂_k(ū, H_{L+1}(Ξ̃)α)}^{L−1}_{k=0} , with each element defined as Ψ̂_k(ū, H_{L+1}(Ξ̃)α) := Ψ(ū_k, H_1(Ξ̃_{[k,k+N−L]})α).

Theorem 3. Suppose Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied and let {u_k}^{N−1}_{k=0} , {ỹ_{i,k}}^{N+di−1}_{k=0} , for i ∈ Z_{[1,m]}, be inputoutput data sequences collected from (1). Furthermore, let {ū_k}^{L−1}_{k=0} be a new input to be simulated with Ξ̄_0 = [ ȳ^⊤_{1,[0,d1−1]} . . . ȳ^⊤_{m,[0,dm−1]} ]_⊤ specifying initial conditions for the state Ξ̄ in (13). Let the following optimization problem be feasible for the given Ξ̄_0

α^∗ ∈ arg min_α J(α) := ‖H‖^2 +λ max{ε^∗, w^∗}‖α‖^2, (21a)

s.t. Ξ̄_0 = H_1(Ξ̃_{[0,N−L]})α, (21b)

where λ > 0, H := H_L(Ψ̂(u, Ξ̃))α − Ψ̂(ū, H_{L+1}(Ξ̃)α). Then, the estimated simulated outputs are given by ŷ_{i,[0,L+di−1]} = H_{L+di} (ỹ_i)α^∗, for i ∈ Z_{[1,m]}, and the error e_i := ȳ_i − ŷ_i satisfies e_{i,[0,di−1]} = 0 and is upper bounded by |e_{i,k+di} | ≤ P^k(K_Ξ) ( ε^∗(1 + ‖α^∗‖_1) + ‖G‖_∞ √ b + w^∗(1 + K_w)‖α^∗‖_1 ) , (22)

for all k ∈ Z_{[0,L−1]}, where K_Ξ and K_w are defined in Remark 1, b = J(α^∗) − λ max{ε^∗, w^∗}‖α^∗‖^2 and P^k(K_Ξ) = (K_Ξ)^k + (K_Ξ)^{k−1} + · · · + K_Ξ + 1.

Proof. Let Ξ̂ := H_{L+1}(Ξ̃)α^∗. By definition of α^∗ from (21) and for some vector c satisfying c^⊤c = b, it holds that

H_L(Ψ̂(u, Ξ̃))α^∗ = Ψ̂(ū, Ξ̂) + c. (23)

The constraint in (21b) fixes the initial estimated state Ξ̂_0 := H_1(Ξ̃_{[0,N−L]})α^∗ = Ξ̄_0 and hence, e_{i,[0,di−1]} = ȳ_{i,[0,di−1]} − ŷ_{i,[0,di−1]} = 0 (cf. (6)). Furthermore, each estimated simulated output takes the form ŷ_{i,k+di} = H_1(ỹ_{i,[k+di ,k+di+N−L]})α^∗, for all k ∈ Z_{[0,L−1]}. Therefore, one can write ŷ_{i,k+di} (24) = H_1(y_{i,[k+di ,k+di+N−L]})α^∗ + H_1(w_{i,[k+di ,k+di+N−L]})α^∗ (14)

= g^⊤_i H_1 ( Ψ̂_{[k,k+N−L]}(u, Ξ̃) + Ê_{[k,k+N−L]}(u, Ξ̃) + D̂_{[k,k+N−L]}(ω) ) α^∗ + H_1(w_{i,[k+di ,k+di+N−L]})α^∗ (12)

= g^⊤_i H_1(Ψ̂_{[k,k+N−L]}(u, Ξ̃))α^∗ +H_1(ε̂_{i,[k,k+N−L]}(u, Ξ̃))α^∗ + H_1(δ̂_{i,[k,k+N−L]}(ω))α^∗ + H_1(w_{i,[k+di ,k+di+N−L]})α^∗ (23)

= g^⊤_i Ψ(ū_k, Ξ̂_k)+g^⊤_i c_k +H_1(ε̂_{i,[k,k+N−L]}(u, Ξ̃))α^∗ + H_1(δ̂_{i,[k,k+N−L]}(ω))α^∗ + H_1(w_{i,[k+di ,k+di+N−L]})α^∗ (8) = ϕ_i(ū_k, Ξ̂_k) − ε_i(ū_k, Ξ̂_k) + g^⊤_i c_k +H_1(ε̂_{i,[k,k+N−L]}(u, Ξ̃))α^∗+H_1(w_{i,[k+di ,k+di+N−L]})α^∗ + H_1(δ̂_{i,[k,k+N−L]}(ω))α^∗, where c_k is the k−th entry of the vector c. The true, unknown output ȳ_{i,k+di} , for i ∈ Z_{[1,m]} and k ∈ Z_{[0,L−1]}, can be written as ȳ_{i,k+di}^{(14)}= ϕ_i(ū_k, Ξ̄_k). Therefore, the error is expressed as

e_{i,k+di} = ϕ_i(ū_k, Ξ̄_k) − ϕ_i(ū_k, Ξ̂_k) + ε_i(ū_k, Ξ̂_k) − g^⊤_i c_k − H_1(ε̂_{i,[k,k+N−L]}(u, Ξ̃))α^∗−H_1(δ̂_{i,[k,k+N−L]}(ω))α^∗ − H_1(w_{i,[k+di ,k+di+N−L]})α^∗. (25) The expression in (25) can be upper bounded by |e_{i,k+di} | ≤ K_Ξ ‖ ‖Ξ̄k − Ξ̂k ‖ ‖_∞+ ε^∗(1 + ‖α^∗‖_1) + ‖G‖_∞ √ b + w^∗(1 + K_w)‖α^∗‖_1, (26)

where the first two terms in (25) were bounded by Lipschitz continuity of ϕ_i and the third and fifth terms were bounded by ε^∗(1 + ‖α^∗‖_1) following Assumption 5. The fourth term was bounded by ‖ g^⊤_i ‖ ∞‖c_k‖_∞ ≤ ‖G‖_∞‖c‖_∞ ≤ ‖G‖_∞ √ c^⊤c = ‖G‖_∞ √ b, and the last two terms were bounded by w^∗(1 + K_w)‖α^∗‖_1 since ‖w‖_∞ ≤ w^∗ by assumption. We continue the proof by induction. Let k = 0 in (26), and notice that |e_{i,di} | ≤ ε^∗(1+‖α^∗‖_1)+‖G‖_∞ √ b + w^∗(1+K_w)‖α^∗‖_1, (27)

since Ξ̄_0 = Ξ̂_0 from (21b). Notice that (27) has the form (22) with P^0(K_Ξ) = 1. For the induction step, let the following hold for all k ∈ Z_{[1,L−1]}, all k̄ ∈ Z_{[0,k−1]} and i ∈ Z_{[1,m]}

|e_{i,}¯_{k+di} | ≤ P^{k̄}(K_Ξ)(ε^∗(1 + ‖α^∗‖_1) + ‖G‖_∞ √ b + w^∗(1 + K_w)‖α^∗‖_1), (28)

Since P^{k̄}(K_Ξ) increases with increasing k̄, this implies that the following bound on the previous error instances holds ‖ ‖e_{i,[0,k+di−1]} ‖ ‖_∞ ≤P^{(k−1)}(K_Ξ)(ε^∗(1 + ‖α^∗‖_1) + ‖G‖_∞ √ b + w^∗(1 + K_w)‖α^∗‖_1). (29)

Then, by (26), the definition of Ξ̄_k as in (6) and the corresponding Ξ̂_k= [ ŷ^⊤_{1,[k,k+d1−1]} · · · ŷ^⊤_{m,[k,k+dm−1]} ]_⊤ , we have

|e_{i,k+di} | ≤ K_Ξ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ e_{1,[k,k+d1−1]} . . e_{m,[k,k+dm−1]}

‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_∞ + ε^∗(1 + ‖α^∗‖_1) (30)

+ w^∗(1 + K_w)‖α^∗‖_1 + ‖G‖_∞ √ b. Notice that the elements of the first term on the RHS of (30) are bounded by (29). Therefore, we have that |e_{i,k+di} | ≤ K_Ξ ( P^{(k−1)}(K_Ξ)(ε^∗(1 + ‖α^∗‖_1) + ‖G‖_∞ √ b + w^∗(1 + K_w)‖α^∗‖_1) ) + ε^∗(1 + ‖α^∗‖_1) + ‖G‖_∞ √ b + w^∗(1 + K_w)‖α^∗‖_1.

Collecting the terms in the last inequality results in (22), which completes the proof.

Theorem 3 provides an approximate solution to the databased simulation problem when the data is noisy and the basis functions approximation error is unknown but uniformly upper bound as in Assumption 5. This was done by solving the optimization problem in (21). In particular, if (21) is feasible

(i.e., the constraint (21b) can be satisfied) then an approximate solution can be found for the simulation problem. Notice that persistency of excitation condition is not necessary for feasibility of (21b) and hence is not necessarily required for Theorem 3. In fact, feasibility of (21) is given for any Ξ̄_0 if H_1(Ξ̃_{[0,N−L]}) has full row rank, which can be easily verified given the a priori collected data {Ξ̃_k}^N_{k=0} (which is given by {ỹ_{i,k}}^{N+di−1} k=0 for i ∈ Z_{[1,m]}). Furthermore, Theorem 3 provides a bound on how far the estimated outputs ŷ_{i,[0,L+di−1]} deviate from the actual system response ȳ_{i,[0,L+di−1]}.

Since the solution of (21) appears in the error bound, we incentivize solutions with smaller norm using a regularization term as in (21) which depends on the basis functions approximation error and noise bounds ε^∗ and w^∗, respectively. It can be seen from (22) that the error bound also depends on the unknown matrix of coefficients G in (8). Under certain assumptions, one can compute an upper bound on its norm in a model-free fashion (see [24, Lemma 2]).

In general, the error bound (22) can be conservative due to the use of Lipschitz arguments. In particular, the polynomial P^k(K_Ξ) diverges (as k → ∞) for K_Ξ > 1 but converges to 1 1−K_Ξ for KΞ < 1, in which case the error bound in (22) is

uniformly upper bounded for all k. In contrast, the actual error e_{i,k} can potentially be (much) smaller than (22), depending on the quality of the collected data and the chosen basis functions.

The following lemma establishes the important qualitative result that if {Ψ̂_k(u, Ξ̃)}^{N−1}_{k=0} is persistently exciting, then the error bound in (22) (and hence the true error) goes to zero as max{ε^∗, w^∗} goes to zero.

Lemma 2. Let the conditions of Theorem 3 hold and let {Ψ̂_k(u, Ξ̃)}^{N−1}_{k=0} be persistently exciting of order L + n. Then, as ν := max{ε^∗, w^∗} → 0, the error e_{i,[0,L+di−1]} → 0.

Proof. It can be seen from (22) that, for each fixed k, the error bound goes to zero as ν → 0 if (i) ν‖α^∗‖_1 → 0 as ν → 0 and (ii) b → 0 as ν → 0. To show these two properties, notice that for sufficiently small ε^∗ and w^∗, persistency of excitation of {Ψ̂_k(u, Ξ̃)}^{N−1}_{k=0} implies that of {Ψ̂_k(u, Ξ̃) + Ê_k(u, Ξ̃) + D̂_k(ω)}^{N−1}_{k=0} of the same order. This is the case, e.g., when ‖H_L(Ê(u, Ξ̃) + D̂(ω))‖_2 < σ_{min}(H_L(Ψ̂(u, Ξ̃))). Now, we propose the following candidate solution to (21) ᾱ= [ H_L(Ψ̂(u, Ξ̃)+Ê(u, Ξ̃)+D̂(ω))

H_1(Ξ̃_{[0,N−L]}) ]_†[ Ψ̂(ū, Ξ̄)+Ê(ū, Ξ̄) Ξ̄_0 ] . (31)

Notice that (31) is such that (21b) is satisfied since the pseudoinverse is in fact a right inverse given the implied persistency of excitation condition^4 (cf. [3]). By optimality, we have that J(α^∗) ≤ J(ᾱ) (expanded in (32)), where Π(w^∗, ε^∗) := Ê(ū, Ξ̄) − H_L(Ê(u, Ξ̃) + D̂(ω))ᾱ − Ψ̂(ū, H_{L+1}(Ξ̃)ᾱ) + Ψ̂(ū, Ξ̄) was obtained by plugging (31) into (32a).

If the right hand side of (32) goes to zero as ν → 0, then the left-hand side of (32), which is a sum of two non-negative terms, goes to zero as well, implying both (i) and (ii) above. Clearly, the term λν‖ᾱ‖_2 on the right-hand side of (32) goes

4According to [3], such a matrix with the lower block row of the form H_1(Ξ_{[0,N−L]}) has full row rank. For sufficiently small w^∗, the considered matrix still maintains full row rank and, hence, a right inverse exists.

=b ‖ ‖ ‖HL(Ψ̂(u, Ξ̃))α^∗ −Ψ̂(ū, HL+1(Ξ̃)α^∗) ‖ ‖ ‖^2 +λν‖α^∗‖^2 ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖HL(Ψ̂(u, Ξ̃))ᾱ−Ψ̂(ū, HL+1(Ξ̃)ᾱ) ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + λν‖ᾱ‖^2. (32a)

b + λν‖α^∗‖^2 ≤ ‖Π(w^∗, ε^∗)‖^2 + λν‖ᾱ‖^2. (32b)

to zero as ν → 0 as long as ‖ᾱ‖_2 is bounded. This is also the case for the first two terms of the definition of Π(ε^∗, w^∗). For the last two terms of Π(ε^∗, w^∗) to cancel out, we need to show that ᾱ → α̃ as ν → 0, where α̃ is the bounded solution of the simulation problem in the nominal (unperturbed) setting (see (16)). This is done in the following.

Recall from (31) that ᾱ satisfies the following [ H_L(Ψ̂(u, Ξ̃)+Ê(u, Ξ̃)+D̂(ω))

H_1(Ξ̃_{[0,N−L]}) ] ᾱ = [^ Ψ(ū, Ξ̄)+Ê(ū, Ξ̄) Ξ̄_0 ] , which, for ΔΨ̂ := Ψ̂(u, Ξ̃) − Ψ̂(u, Ξ), can be rewritten as

(^{=:Θ} [ H_L(Ψ̂(u, Ξ)) H_1(Ξ_{[0,N−L]}) ] + =:ΔΘ [ H_L(ΔΨ̂ + Ê(u, Ξ̃) + D̂(ω)) H_1(ω_{[0,N−L]}) ] ) ᾱ

= (^{=:μ} [ Ψ̂(ū, Ξ̄) Ξ̄_0 ] + =:Δμ [ Ê(ū, Ξ̄) 0 ] ) . (33)

For a fixed simulated trajectory ū, Ξ̄, (33) represents a perturbed under-determined system of linear equations. Therefore, by applying results from perturbation theory of underdetermined systems [25, Theorem 5.6.1], it can be shown that ‖ᾱ−α̃‖_2 ‖α̃‖_2 ≤ κ_2(Θ) ( c_0

‖ΔΘ‖_2 ‖Θ‖_2 + ‖Δμ‖_2 ‖μ‖_2 ) +O(φ^2), (34)

where α̃ = Θ^†μ is the bounded minimum-norm solution of the unperturbed system of equations^5 and κ_2(Θ) = ‖Θ‖_2 ‖ ‖Θ† ‖ ‖_2 is the condition number of the matrix Θ. Moreover,^6 c_0 := min {2, n_{c,Θ} − n_{r,Θ} + 1} and O(φ^2) are higher order terms with φ := max {_{‖ΔΘ‖2} ‖Θ‖_2 , ‖Δμ‖_2 ‖μ‖_2 } . As ν → 0, the terms ‖ΔΘ‖, ‖Δμ‖ → 0 due to Assumption 5 and local Lipschitz continuity of Ψ (see (33)). Hence, it can be seen from (34) that the candidate ᾱ approaches the bounded solution α̃, which is finite for any fixed ū, Ξ̄.

Lemma 2 shows that the error bound in (22) (and, hence, the true error) goes to zero as max{ε^∗, w^∗} goes to zero if persistency of excitation of {Ψ̂_k(u, Ξ̃)}^{N−1}_{k=0} is satisfied. In the next subsection, we study the data-based output matching problem for full-state feedback linearizable systems.

B. Data-based output-matching

The data-based output matching control problem is defined as follows.

5For sufficiently small ε^∗, w^∗, PE of {Ψ̂_k (u, Ξ̃)}^{N−1}_{k=0} implies that Θ + ΔΘ has full row rank (see footnote 4). Similarly, it holds that Θ also has full row rank and, hence, the unperturbed set of equations has a solution.

6n_{c,Θ}, n_{r,Θ} are the numbers of columns and rows of Θ, respectively.

Definition 3. Data-based output-matching control [4]: Given a desired reference trajectory ȳ and a corresponding initial condition x̄_0 for the nonlinear system in (1), find the required input trajectory ū that, when applied to the system, results in an output that tracks the desired reference trajectory, using only input-output data.

Analogous to the discussion in Section IV-A, we propose a similar approach to the one shown in Theorem 3 for solving the data-based output-matching control problem despite an unknown basis function approximation error and using only input and noisy output data. In particular, we assume that the a priori collected data and the trajectory to be matched evolve in a compact subset of the input-state space as in Assumption 5. Next, we solve for an approximate control input û_{[0,L−1]} that, when applied to the system, results in approximate output trajectories ŷ_{i,[0,L+di−1]} which track the reference trajectories ȳ_{i,[0,L+di−1]} as closely as possible. The error between the two outputs is bounded as shown in Theorem 4. Before presenting the result, the following assumption is made which is needed in order to retrieve the desired input ū.

Assumption 6. Let ψ_j (u_k , Ξ_k) = u_{j,k} for all j ∈ Z_{[1,m]}.

Assumption 6 is not restrictive since it can be replaced by only requiring u_k to lie in the span of Ψ, or that for any Ξ, Ψ(·, Ξ) is injective.

The following theorem is the dual result of Theorem 3. For some vector α ∈ R^{N−L+1} and given reference trajectories ȳ_i (with Ξ̄ being the corresponding transformed state (see (6))), we use Ψ̂(H_L(u)α, Ξ̄) to denote the stacked vector of the sequence {Ψ̂_k(H_L(u)α, Ξ̄)}^{L−1}_{k=0} with each element defined as Ψ̂_k(H_L(u)α, Ξ̄) := Ψ(H_1(u_{[k,k+N−L]})α, Ξ̄_k).

Theorem 4. Suppose Assumptions 1–6 are satisfied and let {u_k}^{N−1}_{k=0} , {ỹ_{i,k}}^{N+di−1}_{k=0} , for i ∈ Z_{[1,m]}, be inputoutput data sequences collected from (1). Furthermore, let {ȳ_{i,k}}^{L+di−1} k=0 be desired reference trajectories with Ξ̄_0 = [ ȳ^⊤_{1,[0,d1−1]} . . . ȳ^⊤_{m,[0,dm−1]} ]_⊤ specifying the initial condition for the state Ξ̄ in (13). Let the following optimization problem be feasible for the given Ξ̄_0

α^∗ ∈ arg min_α J(α) := ‖H‖^2 +λ max{ε^∗, w^∗}‖α‖^2, (35a)

s.t. Ξ̄_0 = H_1(Ξ̃_{[0,N−L]})α, (35b)

with λ > 0, H := [ H_L(Ψ̂(u, Ξ̃)) H_{L+1}(Ξ̃) ] α − [ Ψ̂(H_L(u)α, Ξ̄) Ξ̄ ] . Then, û := H_L(u)α^∗ is the estimated input to the system that, when applied to (1), results in the approximate outputs ŷ_{i,[0,L+di−1]}, for i ∈ Z_{[1,m]}. Furthermore, the error e_i := ȳ_i − ŷ_i satisfies e_{i,[0,di−1]} = 0 and is upper bounded by |e_{i,k+di}| ≤ P^k(K_Ξ) ( ε^∗(1 + ‖α^∗‖_1) + (‖G‖_∞ + 1) √ b + w^∗(1 + K_w)‖α^∗‖_1 ) , (36)

for all k ∈ Z_{[0,L−1]}, where K_Ξ and K_w are defined in Remark 1, b = J(α^∗) − λ max{ε^∗, w^∗}‖α^∗‖^2 and P^k(K_Ξ) = (K_Ξ)^k + (K_Ξ)^{k−1} + · · · + K_Ξ + 1.

Proof. The proof follows similar steps as the proof of Theorem 3 and is omitted for brevity.

Theorem 4 shows how an approximate solution to the data-based output-matching control problem can be obtained despite the unknown, but uniformly upper bounded, basis function approximation error and noisy output data.

The error bound shown in (36) shares many features to that shown in (22). For instance, it increases with increasing k (i.e., for longer matched output sequences). The bound can be conservative as well, especially for K_Ξ > 1. However, it has the same important qualitative property as the bound in (22). In particular, the error bound (36) goes to zero as max{ε^∗, w^∗} → 0 and if {Ψ̂_k(u, Ξ̃)}^{N−1}_{k=0} is persistently exciting of order L + n. This can be shown using similar arguments as in Lemma 2.

V. EXAMPLE In this section, we illustrate the results of Theorem 3 on a discretized model of a fully-actuated double inverted pendulum when using an inexact basis function approximation of the unknown nonlinearities and noisy output data (see (10)). Using Euler’s discretization of the continuous-time dynamics, we obtain the following discrete-time model^7

x_{k+1} = x_k + T_s (Ax_k + BZ_k) , y_k = Cx_k, (37)

x_k := [ θ_{1,k} ϑ_{1,k} θ_{2,k} ϑ_{2,k} ]_⊤ , y_k = [ θ_{1,k} θ_{2,k} ]_⊤ , Z_k:= [ z_{1,k} z_{2,k} ] =M(θ_k)^{−1}(τ_k −C(θ_k, ϑ_k)ϑ_k −G(θ_k)). (38)

In (37)-(38), θ_k, ϑ_k are the vectors of angular positions and angular velocities, respectively, τ_k is the vector of joint torques and T_s is the sampling time. The terms M(θ), C(θ, ϑ) and G(θ) represent the inertia, dissipative and gravitational terms, respectively, and depend on the masses and lengths of the two links^8 m_1, m_2, l_1, l_2 [27]. The outputs in (37) have relative degrees d_1 = d_2 = 2 and ∑ i d_i = 4 = n. Thus, by Theorem 1, there exists a coordinate transformation Ξ_k = T (x_k) such that the transformed system is full-state feedback linearizable. This transformation takes the form (by prior model knowledge)

Ξ_k = [ x_{1,k} x_{1,k} + T_sx_{2,k} x_{3,k} x_{3,k} + T_sx_{4,k} ]_⊤ . (39)

Re-writing (37) in the transformed coordinates results in

Ξ_{k+1} = AΞ_k + Bv_k, y_k = CΞ_k, (40)

v_k := [ v_{1,k} v_{2,k} ] = [ 2ξ_{2,k} − ξ_{1,k} + T^2_s z_{1,k} 2ξ_{4,k} − ξ_{3,k} + T^2_s z_{2,k} ] . (41)

7Although feedback linearization may in general be destroyed under discretization [26], this is not the case for the system (37).

8The following (unknown) model parameters were used m_1 = m_2 = 1kg and l_1 = l_2 = 0.5m for the masses and lengths of the two links, respectively.

Fig. 1: Results of the data-driven simulation problem using the procedure described in Theorem 3. The blue lines represent the true outputs and the red lines represent the estimated outputs.

To approximate (41), we use the following basis functions

Ψ(τ_k, Ξ_k) = (42) M̃ ([ ξ_{1,k} ξ_{3,k} ])_{−1}( τ_k −C̃(Ξ_k) [ (ξ_{2,k} − ξ_{1,k})/T_s (ξ_{4,k} − ξ_{3,k})/T_s ] −G̃ ([ ξ_{1,k} ξ_{3,k} ]))

where M̃, C̃, G̃ contain user-provided estimates for the parameter values (in this example, they were obtained by randomly perturbing the unknown real values by up to 5%). This choice of basis functions is justified by the fact that (38) is ubiquitous in robotics, unlike accurate model parameter values which can be very difficult to obtain.

We collect input-output data of length N = 500 (or 50 seconds with T_s = 0.1) by operating the double inverted pendulum using a pre-stabilizing controller in the following compact subset of the input-state space Ω = { (τ_k , Ξ_k) ∈ R^2 × R^4 | | | [ τ_{lb} Ξ_{lb} ] ≤ [ τ_k Ξ_k ] ≤ [ τ_{ub} Ξ_{ub} ]} , where the inequalities are defined element-wise and τ_{ub} = −τ_{lb} = [ 20 20 ]_⊤ Nm, Ξ_{ub} = −Ξ_{lb} = [ π/2 π/2 π/2 π/2 ]_⊤ . In Ω, the basis functions approximation error is upper bounded by^9 ε^∗ = 0.7296 as in Assumption 5. Furthermore, the data is contaminated by a random additive noise sampled from a uniform random distribution U(−0.01, 0.01) (i.e., w^∗ = 0.01). Figure 1 shows the approximated output of the system as well as the true simulated trajectory when using λ = 0.1. The error between the true and estimated simulated outputs is ‖ȳ − ŷ‖_2 = 0.1278. It can be seen from the figure that the proposed method in Theorem 3 yields good results when the offline collected data has sufficient information about the system under consideration. In contrast, the error bound in (22) can potentially be conservative due to the use of Lipschitz continuity arguments in its derivation. Finally, since Theorem 3 does not require persistency of excitation, it was observed that collecting longer but not necessarily persistently exciting data yields better results on the cost of increased computational burden to solve (21).

VI. CONCLUSIONS In this paper, we presented an extension of Willems’ fundamental lemma to the class of DT-MIMO feedback linearizable

9This was obtained by gridding Ω and numerically solving (9).

nonlinear systems. This was done by exploiting linearity in transformed coordinates and using a dictionary of known basis functions that depend only on input-output data. In practice, one must account for the non-zero approximation as well as noise in the output data. To that end, we presented constructive methods on how to solve the simulation and output matching problems despite unknown, but uniformly bounded, basis functions approximation errors and output noise, and provided error bounds on the difference between the estimated and actual output trajectories. These error bounds have an appealing qualitative property. In particular, we have shown that the error bounds (and, hence, the actual errors) go to zero if the basis functions approximation error as well as the noise in the data go to zero and persistency of excitation condition is satisfied.

REFERENCES

[1] Z.-S. Hou and Z. Wang, “From model-based control to data-driven control: Survey, classification and perspective,” Information Sciences, vol. 235, pp. 3–35, 2013.

[2] F. Dörfler, J. Coulson, and I. Markovsky, “Bridging direct and indirect data-driven control formulations via regularizations and relaxations,” IEEE Trans. Automat. Contr., vol. 68, no. 2, pp. 883–897, 2023.

[3] J. C. Willems, P. Rapisarda, I. Markovsky, and B. L. De Moor, “A note on persistency of excitation,” Systems & Control Letters, vol. 54, no. 4, pp. 325–329, 2005.

[4] I. Markovsky and P. Rapisarda, “Data-driven simulation and control,” International Journal of Control, vol. 81, no. 12, pp. 1946–1959, 2008.

[5] J. Berberich and F. Allgöwer, “A trajectory-based framework for datadriven system analysis and control,” in 19th IEEE ECC, pp. 1365–1370.

[6] H. J. van Waarde, C. De Persis, M. K. Camlibel, and P. Tesi, “Willems’ fundamental lemma for state-space systems and its extension to multiple datasets,” IEEE Control Syst. Lett., vol. 4, no. 3, pp. 062–607, 2020.

[7] V. G. Lopez, M. Alsalti, and M. A. Müller, “Efficient off-policy Qlearning for data-based discrete-time LQR problems,” IEEE Trans. Automat. Contr., pp. 1–12, 2023.

[8] C. De Persis and P. Tesi, “Formulas for data-driven control: Stabilization, optimality, and robustness,” IEEE Trans. Automat. Contr., vol. 65, no. 3, pp. 909–924, 2020.

[9] F. Dörfler, P. Tesi, and C. De Persis, “On the role of regularization in direct data-driven LQR control,” in 61st IEEE CDC, pp. 1091–1098.

[10] J. Coulson, J. Lygeros, and F. Dörfler, “Data-enabled predictive control:

In the shallows of the DeePC,” in 18th IEEE ECC, pp. 307–312, 2019. [11] J. Coulson, J. Lygeros, and F. Dörfler, “Distributionally robust chance constrained data-enabled predictive control,” IEEE Trans. Automat. Contr., vol. 67, no. 7, pp. 3289–3304, 2022.

[12] J. Berberich, J. Köhler, M. A. Müller, and F. Allgöwer, “Data-driven model predictive control with stability and robustness guarantees,” IEEE Trans. Automat. Contr., vol. 66, no. 4, pp. 1702–1717, 2021.

[13] J. Berberich, J. Köhler, M. A. Müller, and F. Allgöwer, “Linear tracking MPC for nonlinear systems-part II: The data-driven case,” IEEE Trans. Automat. Contr., vol. 67, no. 9, pp. 4406–4421, 2022.

[14] J. G. Rueda-Escobedo and J. Schiffer, “Data-driven internal model control of second-order discrete Volterra systems,” in 59th IEEE CDC, pp. 4572–4579, 2020.

[15] A. Bisoffi, C. D. Persis, and P. Tesi, “Data-based stabilization of unknown bilinear systems with guaranteed basin of attraction,” Systems & Control Letters, vol. 145, 2020.

[16] A. Luppi, C. De Persis, and P. Tesi, “On data-driven stabilization of systems with nonlinearities satisfying quadratic constraints,” Systems & Control Letters, vol. 163, 2022.

[17] M. Guo, C. De Persis, and P. Tesi, “Data-driven stabilization of nonlinear polynomial systems with noisy data,” IEEE Trans. Automat. Contr., vol. 67, no. 8, pp. 4210–4217, 2022.

[18] C. De Persis, M. Rotulo, and P. Tesi, “Learning controllers from data via approximate nonlinearity cancellation,” IEEE Trans. Automat. Contr., pp. 1–16, 2023.

[19] I. Markovsky and F. Dörfler, “Behavioral systems theory in data-driven analysis, signal processing, and control,” Ann. Rev. in Control, 2021.

[20] P. Tabuada, W.-L. Ma, J. Grizzle, and A. D. Ames, “Data-driven control for feedback linearizable single-input systems,” in 56th IEEE CDC, pp. 6265–6270, 2017.

[21] M. Alsalti, J. Berberich, V. G. Lopez, F. Allgöwer, and M. A. Müller, “Data-based system analysis and control of flat nonlinear systems,” in 60th IEEE CDC, pp. 1484–1489, 2021.

[22] R. M. Murray, M. Rathinam, and W. Sluis, “Differential flatness of mechanical control systems: A catalog of prototype systems,” in ASME Intl. Congress and Exposition, 1995.

[23] S. Monaco and D. Normand-Cyrot, “Minimum-phase nonlinear discretetime systems and feedback stabilization,” in 26th IEEE CDC, vol. 26, pp. 979–986, 1987.

[24] M. Alsalti, V. G. Lopez, J. Berberich, F. Allgöwer, and M. A. Müller, “Data-driven nonlinear predictive control for feedback linearizable systems,” arXiv:2211.06339, 2022.

[25] G. H. Golub and C. F. Van Loan, Matrix computations. JHU Press, 4th ed., 2012.

[26] J. Grizzle and P. Kokotovic, “Feedback linearization of sampled-data systems,” IEEE Trans. Automat. Contr., vol. 33, pp. 857–859, 1988.

[27] M. W. Spong, S. Hutchinson, and M. Vidyasagar, Robot modeling and control. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, 2nd ed., 2020.

APPENDIX A. The block-Brunovsky canonical form

The matrices (A, B, C) have the following form

A :=

A_1 . . . 0 . . .. . . . 0 . . . A_m , B := B_1 . . . 0 . . .. . . . 0 . . . B_m , C := C_1 . . . 0 . . .. . . . 0 . . . C_m ,

with A_i ∈ R^{di ×di} , B_i ∈ R^{di ×1}, C_i ∈ R^{1×di} for i ∈ Z_{[1,m]} defined as

A_i :=

0 1 . . . 0 . . .. . .. . . . . . .. . 1 0 . . . . . . 0 , B_i := 0 . . 0 1 , C^⊤_i := 1 0 . . 0 .

B. Proof of Lemma 1

A necessary and sufficient condition for controllability of (A, BG) is that the following matrix has full row rank [ BG ABG . . . A^{n−1}BG ]

= B_1g^⊤_1 A_1B_1g^⊤_1 · · · A^{n−1}_1 B_1g^⊤_1 . . . . .. . . . B_mg^⊤_m A_mB_mg^⊤_m · · · A^{n−1}_m B_mg^⊤_m . (43)

By the structure of (A_i, B_i) in Appendix A, each block row of (43) has the following form [ B_ig^⊤_i A_iB_ig^⊤_i · · · A^{n−1}_i B_ig^⊤_i ]

= 0 · · · 0 g^⊤_i (n−d_i)r cols. 0 · · · 0 0 · · · g^⊤_i 0 0 · · · 0 . .

.. .

. . . . . . · · · . . g^⊤_i · · · 0 0 0 · · · 0 , (44)

which clearly has full row rank (i.e., rank = d_i) since G is full row rank and, hence, no row g^⊤_i is all zeros. Since, again, G is full row rank, then the concatenation of the block rows of the form in (44) results in a full row rank matrix (43) (i.e., rank = ∑ i d_i = n), implying that the pair (A, BG) is controllable.