arXiv:2403.17235v1 [eess.SY] 25 Mar 2024

A Discrete-Time Least-Squares Adaptive State Tracking Control Scheme with A Mobile-Robot System Study

Qianhong Zhao and Gang Tao Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering University of Virginia Charlottesville, VA 22903, USA

Abstract

This paper develops an adaptive state tracking control scheme for discrete-time systems, using the least-squares algorithm, as the new solution to the long-standing discrete-time adaptive state tracking control problem to which the Lyapunov method (well-developed for the continuous-time adaptive state tracking problem) is not applicable. The new adaptive state tracking scheme is based on a recently-developed new discrete-time error model which has been used for gradient algorithm based state tracking control schemes, and uses the least-squares algorithm for parameter adaptation. The new least-squares algorithm is derived to minimize an accumulative estimation error, to ensure certain optimality for parameter estimation. The system stability and output tracking properties are studied. Technical results are presented in terms of plant-model matching, error model, adaptive law, optimality formulation, and stability and tracking analysis. The developed adaptive control scheme is applied to a discrete-time multiple mobile robot system to meet an adaptive state tracking objective. In addition, a collision avoidance mechanism is proposed to prevent collisions in the whole tracking process. Simulation results are presented, which verify the desired system state tracking properties under the developed least-squares algorithm based adaptive control scheme.

Key words: Adaptive control, discrete-time systems, least-squares algorithms, multimobile-robots, state tracking.

1 Introduction

In the past decades, multi-mobile-robot path planning related researches attracted tremendous attention [1], [15], [16], [17], [22], [30], as its potential for future applications in the autonomous driving area. With the desired paths, the corresponding tracking schemes are needed to ensure that every robot moves as its corresponding desired path. Correspondingly, many multiple robot control related works have been done previously [6], [7], [14], [31]. Although past research demonstrated great results, additional solutions are necessary to be developed for the inevitable system uncertainties since sensor errors, robot internal structures, and, loads cause serious system uncertainties in practice. The adaptive tracking control technique is a proper solution for its ability to deal with system uncertainties.

Adaptive control has been a research hot spot for decades [10], [13], [21], [24], [26], [32]. Adaptive state tracking control in [20] and [27], as one important adaptive control technique, is a candidate answer for the above multi-mobile-robot control problem. It offers a controller applying feedback structures and stable adaptive laws for the closed-loop system states to track the states from a selected reference model system with the existence of the system uncertainties. However, the existing adaptive state tracking control research usually focuses on continuous-time systems. In fact, in the robot control problems, it is more economical to implement discrete-time controllers because the computation burden will be considerably heavy when we decrease the sampling time to a small enough value to implement continuous-time controllers. Thus, the discrete-time adaptive state tracking controller is needed for such a multi-mobile-robot control problem.

Some discrete-time tracking control related research results have been available now. In [4], an adaptive discrete robust adaptive quasi-sliding-mode tracking control design is proposed for systems with unknown parameters, unmodeled dynamics, and bounded disturbances. In [26], the adaptive state tracking control designs are introduced by an example of a single-input single-output (SISO) system case. In the example, gradient method based adaptive laws and state feedback control schemes, ensuring the tracking properties and the convergence of the parameter estimates, are demonstrated. In [18], an adaptive tracking control scheme based on reinforcement learning algorithms for discrete-time multi-input multi-output (MIMO) nonlinear discrete-time systems is presented, which needs two networks to generate the input and to monitor system performance respectively. To specifically ensure the desired state tracking properties, [25] starts the study of the discrete-time adaptive state tracking control problem by using gradient algorithms.

This paper aims to propose a least-squares method based adaptive state tracking control algorithm for MIMO discrete-time linear time-invariant (LTI) systems, which can ensure the closed-loop system stability as well as the state tracking properties proved in [25], as one solution to the longstanding adaptive discrete-time state tracking control problem. Differently, this paper focuses on using the least-squares algorithm to develop the adaptive law to estimate unknown parameters of the system for the desired tracking property by minimizing the cost function designed based on not only the incoming new data at every time step and all the historical data but also the previous parameter estimates.

The following are the main contributions of this paper:

• Development of the adaptive law using the least-squares algorithm, based on the error model of the indirect adaptive control scheme for the MIMO systems with uncertainties, which can achieve both the state tracking property and the stability property.

• Completion of the analysis for the state tracking performance of the adaptive control system, as well as the optimality and the stability of the adaptive law.

• Formulation of the specific solution to the multi-mobile-robot tracking control based on the proposed MIMO discrete-time adaptive state tracking control scheme and an additional mechanism to avoid possible collisions happening in the tracking process.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. The control problem to be solved in the paper is formulated in Section 2, where a review of the existing state tracking control schemes and the research motivation of this paper are given with corresponding related technical issues being listed. The new adaptive laws for the indirect adaptive control design of the discrete-time MIMO systems are derived in Section 3 by searching for the closed solution to minimize a quadratic cost function, which is the extension of the difference between the states of the controlled model and the reference (desired) model. Reasons why the new adaptive laws are designed for the indirect adaptive control design are also elaborated in Section 3. Then, the corresponding optimality, stability and tracking properties are discussed. Section 4 presents the study of the robot model and proposes a collision avoidance mechanism. In Section 5, simulations on the multi-mobile-robot systems in [33] are demonstrated to verify the tracking performance of the proposed control algorithm.

2 Problem Statement and Background

This section formulates the long-standing adaptive discrete-time state tracking control problem and provides the research background. In Section 2.1, the existing Lyapunov method based solution to the continuous-time adaptive state tacking problem and the control schemes using gradient algorithm based adaptive laws for the discrete-time case recently developed in [25] are reviewed in Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 after the introduction of the adaptive state tracking control problem to provide some foundations for the least-squares algorithm adaptive control schemes to be developed in this paper, whose motivation is discussed in Section 2.1.3. Some related technical issues are discussed in Section 2.2, including the development of adaptive control schemes with certain optimality and stability and the need of such schemes for a multi-mobile-robot tracking control system which is modeled as a discrete-time system.

2.1 Discrete-Time Adaptive State Tracking Control Problem

The continuous-time adaptive state tracking problem has been solved in the literature by a Lyapunovtype adaptive control method which however has not been successfully applied to discrete-time systems, and the discrete-time adaptive state tracking control problem has been remained open.

Plant model description. A discrete-time MIMO time-invariant plant is described as x(t + 1) = Ax(t) + Bu(t), x(t) ∈ R^n , u(t) ∈ R^m , m > 1, t = 0, 1, . . . , (2.1) where A ∈ R^{n×n} and B ∈ R^{n×m} are unknown constant parameter matrices, x(t) is the plant state (output) vector, and u(t) is the input signal. For state feedback control, the plant state vector x(t) is assumed to be available for measurement and is to be used for generating u(t). The time variables t and t + 1 in the above discrete-time plant model (2.1) represent kT and (k + 1)T, k = 0, 1, . . . , for simplification, with T representing the sampling interval.

Control objective. The control objective is to design a state feedback control signal u(t) to ensure that all closed-loop system signals are bounded and the system state vector x(t) asymptotically tracks a reference state vector x_m(t) generated from a chosen reference model system

x_m(t + 1) = A_mx_m(t) + B_mr(t), x_m(t) ∈ R^n , r(t) ∈ R^m , (2.2)

where A_m ∈ R^{n×n} and B_m ∈ R^{n×m} are some constant matrices, and r(t) is a chosen reference input signal for desired system response. To design the control input u(t) to meet the control objective, we need the following assumptions:

Assumption (A1): All eigenvalues of A_m are inside the unit circle of the complex plane;

Assumption (A2): The reference input signal r(t) is bounded;

Assumption (A3): There exist a constant matrix K^∗_1 ∈ R^{n×m} and a non-singular constant matrix K^∗_2 ∈ R^{m×m} such that A + BK^{∗T}_1 = A_m, BK^∗_2 = B_m; (2.3)

Assumption (A4): In Assumption (A3), K^∗_2 = diag{k^∗_{21}, . . . , k^∗_{2m}}, and sign[k^∗_{2i}], i = 1, . . . , m, are known.

Assumptions (A1)-(A2) ensure the stability of the reference system. Assumption (A3) guarantees the existence of the nominal control law achieving the control objective. Assumption (A4) is used for parameter adaption and adaptive control laws.

2.1.1 Basic Solutions for the Continuous-Time Case

The continuous-time version of the MIMO time-invariant plant (2.1) is ẋ(t) = Ax(t) + Bu(t), x(t) ∈ R^n , u(t) ∈ R^m , m ≥ 1, (2.4) where A ∈ R^{n×n} and B ∈ R^{n×m} are unknown constant parameter matrices, x(t) is the plant state (output) vector, and u(t) is the input signal. For state feedback control, the plant state vector x(t) is assumed to be available for measurement and is to be used for generating u(t). Different from the discrete-time case, t ≥ 0 is the time variable of continuous-time systems.

The control objective for the state tracking control problem is to design u(t) to ensure closedloop system signal boundedness and asymptotic x(t) tracking the state vector x_m(t) ∈ R^n of a continuous-time reference model system ẋ_m(t) = A_mx_m(t) + B_mr(t), x_m(t) ∈ R^n , r(t) ∈ R^m , (2.5) where A_m ∈ R^{n×n} and B_m ∈ R^{n×m} are some constant matrices, and r(t) is chosen reference input signal for desired system response.

Based on assumptions (A1)-(A4), the state feedback control law is u(t) = K^T_1 (t)x(t) + K_2(t)r(t), (2.6) where K_1(t) ∈ R^{n×m} and K_2(t) ∈ R^{m×m} are updated adaptively to estimate the nominal parameter matrices K^∗_1 and K^∗_2 respectively.

The basic solution for the continuous-time state tracking control problem has been summarized in [25] including the direct adaptive control design based on [26] and the indirect control design based on [21].

Direct adaptive control design. For the state tracking error e(t) = x(t) − x_m(t) (2.7) using (2.4)-(2.6), the tracking error dynamic is derived as ė(t) = A_mx(t) + B_m ( K^{∗−1}_2 K̃_1(t)x(t) + K^{∗−1}_2 K̃_2(t)r(t) ) , (2.8) where K̃_1(t) = K_1(t) − K^∗_1 and K̃_2(t) = K_2(t) − K^∗_2 .

The adaptive laws for the estimates K_1(t) and K_2(t) are selected as K̇^T_1 (t) = −S^T_p B^T_mP e(t)x^T (t) (2.9) K̇_2(t) = −S^T_p B^T_mP e(t)r^T (t), (2.10) where P = P^T > 0 satisfying P A_m + A^T P = −Q for a chosen Q = Q^T > 0, and S_p = diag{sign[k^∗_{21}], . . . , sign[k^∗_{2m}]} such that M_s = K^∗_2 S_p = M^T_s > 0. (2.11) The time-derivative of the positive definite function V = e^T P e + tr[K̃_1M^{−1}_s K̃^T_1 ] + tr[K̃^T_2 M^{−1}_s K̃_2], (2.12) can be derived as V̇ = −e^T (t)Qe(t) ≤ 0, from which we have that e(t), K̃_1(t) and K̃_2(t) are bound and e(t) ∈ L^2, that is, x(t), K_1(t) and K_2(t) are bounded, and so is u(t), that is, all closedloop signals are bounded. From (2.8), it follows that ė(t) is bounded (so that e(t) is uniformly continuous), and with e(t) ∈ L^2, we have lim_{t→∞} e(t) = 0, according to Barbalat lemma [26].

Indirect adaptive control design. With the Assumption (A3), the matching condition (2.3) is rewritten as A = A_m − B_mΘ^{∗T}_1 , B = B_mΘ^∗_2, (2.13) where Θ^∗_1 = K^∗_1 ( K^{∗−1}_2 )_T ∈ R^{m×n} , Θ^∗_2 = K^{∗−1}_2 ∈ R^{m×m} . (2.14) Then, (2.4) is parameterized as ẋ(t) = Ax(t) + Bu(t) = A_mx(t) + B_m(Θ^∗_2u(t) − Θ^{∗T}_1 x(t)). (2.15) Denoting Θ_1(t) and Θ_2(t) as the estimates of Θ^∗_1 and Θ^∗_2, based on (2.44), the state estimator generating an estimate x̂(t) of the plant state x(t) can be designed as ^̇x(t) = A_mx̂(t) + B_m(Θ_2(t)u(t) − Θ^T_1 (t)x(t)). (2.16) For the state estimator error e_x(t) = x̂(t) − x(t), (2.17) the state estimator error equation is ė_x(t) = A_me_x(t) + B_m ( (Θ_2(t) − Θ^∗_2)u(t) − (Θ_1(t) − Θ^∗_1)^T x(t) ) . (2.18) The adaptive laws for Θ_1(t) and Θ_2(t) are selected as Θ̇_1(t) = Γ_1x(t)e^T_x (t)P B_m (2.19) Θ̇_2(t) = −Γ_2B^T_mP e_x(t)u^T (t) + F_2(t), (2.20) where Γ_1 = Γ^T_1 > 0, Γ_2 > 0 is diagonal, P = P^T > 0 satisfying P A_m + A^T_mP = −Q for a chosen Q = Q^T > 0, and F_2(t) is a projection signal to be designed.

For the positive definite function

V = e^T_x P e_x + tr[(Θ_1 − Θ^∗_1)^T Γ_1(Θ_1 − Θ^∗_1)] + tr[(Θ_2 − Θ^∗_2)^T Γ_2(Θ_2 − Θ^∗_2)], (2.21) we derive its time-derivative as V̇ = −e^T_x Qe_x ≤ 0, from which we conclude that Θ_1(t), Θ_2(t) and e_x(t) are all bounded, and that e_x(t) ∈ L^2.

Control law. With Θ_1(t) and Θ_2(t) updated from the adaptive laws (2.19)-(2.20), the control input is designed as u(t) = Θ^{−1}_2 (t) ( Θ^T_1 (t)x(t) + r(t) ) . (2.22) To ensure the control law (2.22) is meaningful, Θ_2(t) is guaranteed to be nonsingular for all t ≥ 0 by using a projection signal F_2(t) based on Assumption (A5) in addition to Assumption (A4).

Assumption (A5): Upper bounds k^b_{2i} of |k^∗_{2i}|: k^b_{2i} ≥ |k^∗_{2i}|, i = 1, . . . , m, are known.

The projection signal F (t) is chosen to be diagonal, F_2(t) = diag{f_{21}(t), . . . , f_{2m}(t)}, whose diagonal elements are set as

f_{2i}(t) = 0 if sign[θ^∗_{2i}]θ_{2i}(t) > 1/k^b_{2i}, or if sign[θ^∗_{2i}]θ_{2i}(t) = 1/k^b_{2i} and sign[θ^∗_{2i}]g_{2i}(t) ≥ 0 −g_{2i}(t) otherwise,

(2.23)

where g_{2i} denotes the diagonal elements of matrix G_2(t) = Γ_2B^T_mP e_x(t)u^T (t) (with Γ_2 = Γ^T_2 > 0 being diagonal) in (2.20). The projection signal constructed by (2.23) guarantees that sign[θ_{2i}(t)] = sign[θ^∗_{2i}], |θ_{2i}(t)| ≥ 1/k^b_{2i} > 0 and (θ_{2i}(t) − θ^∗_{2i})f_{2i}(t) ≤ 0.

With the control law (2.22), the estimator equation (2.16) becomes

^̇x(t) = A_mx̂(t) + B_mr(t), (2.24)

that is, x̂(t) is bounded so that x(t) = x̂(t) − e_x(t), u(t) and ẋ(t) are bounded, and lim_{t→∞}(x̂(t) − x_m(t)) = 0 exponentially so that x̂(t) − x_m(t) ∈ L^2. Hence we have that x(t) − x_m(t) ∈ L^2, and, with ẋ(t) − ẋ_m ∈ L^∞, that lim_{t→∞} x(t) − x_m(t) = 0.

Both the direct adaptive control design and the indirect adaptive control design for the continuoustime state tracking control problem are based on the Lyapunov method as the positive definite function V is a Lyapunov function, which contains the full error signals and ensures V̇ always not greater than zero, of an adaptive system. Although the well-developed Lyapunov method based adaptive control designs are widely used in continuous-time systems, they have not been applied to discrete-time state tracking control problems because there is not a certain choice of adaptive laws that can ensure function V is nondecreasing and positive definite for discrete-time cases.

2.1.2 Gradient Algorithms for Discrete-time Systems

For the discrete-time state tracking control problems at the beginning of Section 2.1, [25] offers the gradient algorithm based direct adaptive control design and indirect adaptive control design to be solutions.

Direct Adaptive Control Design. For the discrete-time MIMO plant model (2.1): x(t + 1) = Ax(t) + Bu(t), x(t) ∈ R^n , u(t) ∈ R^m , m ≥ 1, (2.25) the reference system (2.2):

x_m(t + 1) = A_mx_m(t) + B_mr(t), x_m(t) ∈ R^n , r(t) ∈ R^m , (2.26)

and the control law (2.6):

u(t) = K^T_1 (t)x(t) + K_2(t)r(t), t = 0, 1, 2, . . . , (2.27) where K_1(t) ∈ R^{n×m} and K_2(t) ∈ R^{m×m} are updated adaptively to estimate the nominal parameter matrices K^∗_1 and K^∗_2 satisfying (2.3) in Assumption (A3).

With the control law (2.27) for the plant (2.1), the tracking error e(t) = x(t) − x_m(t) can be rewritten as e(t + 1) = A_me(t) + B_mK^{∗−1}_2 Θ̃^T (t)ω(t), (2.28)

where ω(t) = [ x^T (t), r^T (t) ]_T (2.29) Θ̃(t) = Θ(t) − Θ^∗ (2.30)

with Θ(t) = [ K^T_1 (t), K_2(t) ]_T , Θ^∗ = [ K^{∗T}_1 , K^∗_2 ]_T . (2.31)

Denoting ρ^∗_i = 1/k^∗_{2i}, i = 1, . . . , m, and

Θ(t) = [θ_1(t), . . . , θ_m(t)] , Θ^∗ = [θ^∗_1 , . . . , θ^∗_m] , (2.32)

with W_m(z) = (zI − A_m)^{−1}B_m, θ̃_i(t) = θ_i(t) − θ^∗_i , i = 1, . . . , m, and K^{−1}_2 = diag {ρ^∗_1, . . . , ρ^∗_m}, we express (2.28) as

e(t) = W_m(z) ρ^∗_1θ̃^T_1 ω . . ρ^∗_mθ̃^T_mω (t), (2.33)

which, in terms of e(t) = [e_1(t), . . . , e_n(t)]^T and W_m(z) = [w_{ij} (z)], i = 1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . , m, can be further written as

e_i(t) = m∑ j=1 ρ^∗_j w_{ij} (z) [ θ̃^T_j ω ] (t). (2.34)

Introducing the auxiliary signals

ζ_{ij}(t) = w_{ij}(z)[ω](t) ∈ R^{n+m} (2.35) ξ_{ij}(t) = θ^T_j (t)ζ_{ij}(t) − w_{ij}(z) [ θ^T_j ω ] (t) ∈ R, (2.36)

we define the estimation error ϵ(t) = [ϵ_1(t), . . . , ϵ_n(t)] as

ϵ_i(t) = e_i(t) + m∑ j=1 ρ_j(t)ξ_{ij} (t), (2.37)

where ρ_j(t), j = 1, . . . , m, are the estimates of ρ^∗_j . With (2.34), we have

ϵ_i(t) = m∑ j=1 ρ^∗_jθ̃_j (t)^T ζ_{ij} (t) + m∑ j=1 (ρ_j(t) − ρ^∗_j )ξ_{ij}(t). (2.38)

The discrete-time gradient-type adaptive laws for θ(t) and ρ(t), which minimize the cost function J =^1_2 ∑_n i=1 ϵ^2_i m^2 , are designed as

θ_i(t + 1) = θ_i(t) − sign[ρ^∗_i ]Γ_i ∑_n k=1 ϵ_k(t)ζ_{ki}(t) m^2(t)

(2.39)

ρ_i(t + 1) = ρ_i(t) − γ_i ∑_n k=1 ϵ_k(t)ξ_{ki}(t) m^2(t)

, (2.40)

where 0 < Γ_i = Γ^T_i |ρ^∗_i | < 2I, 0 < γ_i < 2, i = 1, . . . , m, and

m(t) = 1 + n∑ i=1 m∑ j=1 ( ζ^T_{ij} (t)ζ_{ij} (t) + ξ^2_{ij}(t) ) . (2.41)

To implement the adaptive law (2.39), we need the following assumption in addition to Assumption (A4):

Assumption (A6) Lower bounds k^a_{2i} > 0 of |k^∗_{2i}|: |k^∗_{2i}| ≥ k^a_{2i}, i = 1, . . . , m, are known.

With Assumption (A6), the value of the gain matrix Γ_i, 0 < Γ_i = Γ^T_i |ρ^∗_i | < 2I, can be specified as 0 < Γ_i = Γ^T_i < k^a_{2i}I, given that ρ^∗_i =^1_{k∗2i} .

Indirect adaptive control design. With the Assumption (M3), the matching condition (2.3) is rewritten as

A = A_m − B_mΘ^{∗T}_1 , B = B_mΘ^∗_2, (2.42)

where

Θ^∗_1 = K^∗_1 (K^{∗−1}_2 )^T ∈ R^{n×m} , Θ^∗_2 = K^{∗−1}_2 ∈ R^{m×m} . (2.43)

Equation (2.42) expresses the parameter uncertainties of A and B in the plant (2.1) in terms of the uncertainties of Θ^∗_1 and Θ^∗_2. Thus, the parametrized plant is

x(t + 1) = Ax(t) + Bu(t) = A_mx(t) + B_m(Θ^∗_2u(t) − Θ^{∗T}_1 x(t)), (2.44)

which can be used to design an adaptive parameter estimation scheme.

Denoting Θ_1(t) and Θ_2(t) as the estimates of Θ^∗_1 and Θ^∗_2, based on (2.44), the state estimator generating an estimate x̂(t) of the plant state x(t) can be designed as

x̂(t + 1) = A_mx̂(t) + B_m(Θ_2(t)u(t) − Θ^T_1 (t)x(t)). (2.45)

With Θ_1(t) and Θ_2(t) generated from adaptive laws to be specified, the control input is designed as

u(t) = Θ^{−1}_2 (t) ( Θ^T_1 (t)x(t) + r(t) ) . (2.46)

For the state estimator error e_x(t) = x̂(t) − x(t), (2.47) the state estimator error equation is e_x(t + 1) = A_me_x(t) + B_m ( (Θ_2(t) − Θ^∗_2)u(t) − (Θ_1(t) − Θ^∗_1)^T x(t) ) . (2.48) Introducing the parameter matrices Θ(t) = [Θ^T_1 (t), Θ_2(t)]^T = [θ_1(t), . . . , θ_m(t)] ∈ R^{(n+m)×m} , (2.49)

Θ^∗ = [Θ^{∗T}_1 , Θ^∗_2]^T = [θ^∗_1 , . . . , θ^∗_m] ∈ R^{(n+m)×m} , (2.50) Θ̃(t) = Θ(t) − Θ^∗ = [θ̃_1(t), . . . , θ̃_m(t)] ∈ R^{(n+m)×m} , (2.51) and the vector signal ω(t) = [−x^T (t), u^T (t)]^T ∈ R^{n+m} , (2.52) we can rewrite (2.48) as e_x(t + 1) = A_me_x(t) + B_m (~ Θ^T (t)ω(t) ) . (2.53) With the n × m transfer matrix W_m(z) = (zI − A_m)^{−1}B_m, (2.54) we obtain e_x(t) = W_m(z) θ̃T_1 ω . . θ̃T_mω (t), (2.55)

which, with e_x(t) = [e_{x1}(t), . . . , e_{xn}(t)] ∈ R^n , is equivalent to e_{xi}(t) = m∑ j=1 w_{ij}(z) [ θ̃^T_j ω ] (t), (2.56)

where w_{ij}(z), i = 1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . , m, is the ijth component of the transfer matrix W_m(z).

With the auxiliary signals ξ_{ij}(t) = θ^T_j (t)ζ_{ij}(t) − w_{ij}(z)[θ^T_j ω](t), (2.57) ζ_{ij}(t) = w_{ij}(z)[ω](t), (2.58) the estimation error is defined as

ϵ_i(t) = e_{xi}(t) + m∑ j=1 ξ_{ij} (t). (2.59)

Substituting (2.56)-(2.58) to (2.59), we have

ϵ_i(t) = m∑ j=1 θ̃^T_j (t)ζ_{ij} (t). (2.60)

The adaptive laws are chosen as

θ_i(t + 1) = θ_i(t) −

Γ_i ∑_n k=1 ϵ_k(t)ζ_{ki}(t) m^2(t)

, (2.61)

where 0 < Γ_i = Γ^T_i < 2I, i = 1, . . . , m, and

m(t) = 1 + n∑ i=1 m∑ j=1 ( ζ^T_{ij} (t)ζ_{ij} (t) + ξ^2_{ij}(t) ) . (2.62)

It is crucial that the parameter matrix Θ_2(t) is nonsingular, in order to implement the indirect adaptive control law (2.46) with Θ^{−1}_2 (t) bounded. This can be achieved by parameter projection similar to the indirect adaptive control design for continuous-time systems introduced in Section 2.1.1, using Assumption (A4) that Θ^∗_2 = K^∗_2 is diagonal to set Θ_2(t) to be diagonal, using Γ_i = diag{Γ_{i1}, Γ_{i2}} with Γ_{i2} ∈ R^{m×m} being diagonal, and using parameter projection on the diagonal components Θ_{2i}(t) of Θ_2(t) to make sign[Θ_{2i}(t)] = sign[k^∗_{2i}] and |Θ_{2i}(t)| ≥ 1/k^b_{2i} > 0 (see Assumption (A5)). The detailed projection signal, that ensures the diagonal components of Θ_2(t) away from 0, is similar to the signal F_2(t) in (2.20) whose components are designed as in (2.23).

The parameter projection and stability analysis of both the direct adaptive control design and the indirect adaptive control design are detailed in [25].

2.1.3 Motivation of the Least-Squares Algorithm

Besides the gradient algorithm based adaptive laws, there is another algorithm to derive the adaptive laws that ensure the system stability and achieve tracking objectives.

According to [3], the least-squares algorithm is a long-established and widely used estimation algorithm that can minimize the sum of the squared cost function. A comprehensive study of leastsquares algorithms for parameter estimation is given in [8]. The classical least-squares algorithm is computationally efficient and easy to implement since it can be solved analytically using a closedform solution that does not require iterative optimization.

In [26] and [29], some modifications to the classical least-squares algorithm are done to make use of the incoming new data and previous parameter estimates iteratively by selecting a superposition of errors at different time instants as the cost function to update the estimates of unknown parameters. For example, the cost function for the estimation error ϵ(t) = θ^T (t)ζ(t) − y(t), where θ(t), ζ(t) and y(t) = θ^{∗T} ζ(t) are the unknown parameter vector, the measured vector signal, and the measured output respectively, is selected as J =^1_2 ∑_t τ =1 ( θ^T (t)ζ(τ) − y(τ) )_2 rather than the simple quadratic form of estimation error J =^1_2 ϵ^2(t).

The modified algorithm becomes a batch-data algorithm that can update the parameter estimates by minimizing the iterative cost function, which is different from the parameter adaptive laws that apply the idea to force the estimates to update along the steep descent direction of the cost function (quadratic errors at last time instant) in [25]. The modified algorithm is applicable to update the estimates of the unknown parameters in adaptive control problems.

After analyzing the existing research about the adaptive state tracking problems, we find the use of least-squares algorithms for adaptive control is less often seen in the literature than the use of gradient algorithms. This motivates our new research on developing adaptive state tracking control schemes using least-squares algorithms, with application for the multi-mobile-robot control problems, which can also ensure the closed-loop system stability and the desired tracking performance.

2.2 Technical Issues

A new gradient-type adaptive control scheme is recently developed in [25] to solve the discretetime adaptive state tracking control problem. A new least-squares type adaptive control scheme is developed in this paper to also solve the discrete-time adaptive state tracking control problem. Specifically, we solve two new technical issues in this paper for discrete-time adaptive state tracking control. The details are illustrated as follows.

Issue I: Discrete-time adaptive controllers using the least-squares algorithm. In real-life scenarios, we usually need to care about all the system states rather than the system outputs only. For example, it is necessary to ensure both the robot’s position and velocity, which are the states of a robot system, to track desired positions and velocity trajectories if we want the robot to move in the desired path. For the adaptive state tracking control problems introduced at the beginning of this section, our control objective is to design an adaptive control u(t) such that all the states of the unknown plant x(t + 1) = Ax(t) + Bu(t) can track states of the known reference model x_m(t + 1) = A_mx_m(t) + B_mr(t), i.e. lim_{t→∞} (x(t) − x_m(t)) = 0, and ensure closed-loop stability.

We choose the least-squares algorithm to design the unknown parameter adaptive law for the control input u(t) as its potential to minimize the accumulated estimation error. Since the leastsquares algorithm is different from the gradient algorithm, the introduced estimation errors ((2.38) or (2.60)) of two adaptive control designs need to be reconsidered to find out which adaptive control design is possible to design a least-squares algorithm based adaptive laws for the unknown parameters Θ^∗. The corresponding iterative adaptive laws should be derived by making the updated parameters guarantee the cost function, which is extended from accumulated estimation errors, is minimized at every iteration. Lastly, the optimality of the proposed adaptive laws and the overall tracking performance need to be proved theoretically.

Issue II: Discrete-time adaptive controller applied on a multi-mobile-robot system. For multi-mobile-robot control problems, we expect robots to move as desired paths without any collisions. With the developed adaptive state tracking control scheme using the least-squares algorithm for MIMO systems, the multi-mobile-robot control problems with parameter uncertainties should solved partially when the robot position and velocity are considered as system states and the reference model states are used to depict positions and velocities of the desired paths.

However, the individual adaptive state tracking control cannot guarantee that collision will not happen even though the reference models for different robots are selected collision-free as the adaptive control scheme needs some time to achieve the tracking objective. To eradicate the possible collisions in this process, an additional collision avoidance mechanism is necessary to develop.

A simulation study on a 3-robot system in [33], which is simplified from a multi-vehicle model of autonomous driving problems, is conducted to verify the performance of the proposed control structures and adaptive laws. The adaptive state tracking control problem is a basic part of the autonomous driving problems that ensure the controlled vehicles move as the designed trajectories.

The simulation results also prove that the combination of the proposed adaptive control scheme and the collision mechanism can achieve the control objectives.

3 Least-Squares Adaptive Control Algorithm

This section offers the solution to the first technical issue: an adaptive control scheme based on the least-squares algorithm is proposed for the long-standing discrete-time adaptive state tracking control problem based on the estimation error derived in [25]. In Section 3.1, the reason why indirect adaptive control design is suitable to implement the least-squares algorithm based adaptive laws is discussed. In Section 3.2, the estimation error ϵ(t) introduced in Section 2.1.2, is parameterized further for the development of the adaptive laws using the least-squares algorithm. The cost function selection, the new adaptive laws themselves, the adaptive law optimality analysis and the overall system tracking performance evaluation are shown in Section 3.3.

3.1 Cost Function Selection for Adaptive Law Design

It is necessary to study the difference between the least-squares algorithm and the gradient algorithm to identify whether there are some additional requirements while implementing the least-squares algorithm to adapt the parameter estimates in the state tracking control design.

Cost function for the gradient algorithm. Recalling from (2.60), we have the estimation error expressions

ϵ_i(t) = ( θ_1(t) − θ^∗_1 )_T ζ_{i1}(t) + · · · + ( θ_l(t) − θ^∗_l )_T ζ_{il}(t), i = 1, . . . , n, (3.1) which can be written in the compact form

ϵ_i(t) = ( θ(t) − θ^∗ )_T ζ_i(t) = θ(t)ζ_i(t) − y_i(t), i = 1, . . . , n, (3.2) with θ(t) ∈ R^{nθ} being the estimate of the unknown parameter θ^∗ ∈ R^{nθ} . In (3.2), vector signals y_i(t) = θ^∗ζ_i(t) and ζ_i(t) are real-time updated measurable signals.

With ϵ(t) = [ϵ_1(t), ϵ_2(t), . . . , ϵ_n(t)]^T , a normalized quadratic cost function of the parameter estimate θ(t) is selected as J(θ) = ϵ^T (t)ϵ(t) 2m^2(t)

, (3.3)

where m(t) is a so-called normalizing signal that does not depend on the parameter estimates θ(t) and ensures the boundedness of^{ζiζTi}_{m2} , i = 1, . . . , n. Then, the gradient-type iterative adaptive laws for the parameter estimates θ(t) are deduced by updating them in the steepest descent direction −^{∂J}_{∂θ} of J(θ) to minimize the cost function iteratively.

Cost function and optimality for the least-squares algorithm. To minimize the same estimation error, which has the form of (3.2), the least-square algorithm needs to set its cost function to be the normalized squared of a modified version of the accumulated estimation error with a penalty of the initial estimate θ_0: J(θ) = 1 2 t−1∑ τ =0 1 κ n∑ i=1 ( θ^T (t)ζ_i(τ) − y_i(τ)

)_2 + 1 2 ( θ(t) − θ_0 )_T P_0 ( θ(t) − θ_0 ) , κ > 0, P_0 = P^T_0 > 0, (3.4)

where the term^1_2 ∑_{t−1} τ =0 1 κ ∑_n i=1 ( θ^T (t)ζ_i(τ) − y_i(τ)

)_2

is a modified version of the accumulated estimation error norm over a signal measurement interval τ = 0, 1, . . . , t − 1: t−1∑ τ =0 n∑ i=1 ( θ^T (τ)ζ_i(τ) − y_i(τ)

)_2 (τ) = t−1∑ τ =0 n∑ i=1 ϵ^2_i (τ) = t−1∑ τ =0

ϵ^T (τ)ϵ(τ), (3.5)

with ζ_i(τ) and y_i(τ) being the measured signals.

The optimal parameter θ(t), minimizing the cost function J(θ), is found by solving the equation ∂J ∂θ = 0. (3.6)

After examining the estimation errors of the direct adaptive control design and the indirect adaptive control design in [25], we see that the estimation error in the indirect adaptive control design is suitable for developing the least-squares based adaptive laws for estimating the unknown parameters. The reason is that the estimation error ϵ(t) of the indirect adaptive control design has the same form as in (3.2), but the estimation error ϵ(t) of direct adaptive control does not have that form as the existence of ρ_j (t) and ρ^∗_j , j = 1, . . . , m. Moreover, the iterative solution such that the derivative of the cost function equals 0 will always contain unknown part ρ^∗_j while subsisting the estimation error of the direct adaptive design (2.38) into the cost function (3.4).

3.2 Parameterized Estimation Error Equation

In this subsection, the parameterized estimation error for systems with diagonal K^∗_2 matrices of indirect adaptive control design are studied, which are crucial for developing the least-squares algorithm based adaptive laws for the control problems detailed in Section 2.1 with Assumptions (A1)-(A5).

Parameterized estimation error vector for systems with the diagonal K^∗_2 . According to Assumption (M4), Θ_2(t) should be diagonal. Thus, we only need to estimate the diagonal elements of Θ_2(t) to reduce the computation burden. For this case, we present a special reduced-order adaptive controller for systems with the unknown diagonal K^∗_2 .

At first, we set Θ_1(t) and Θ_2(t) = diag{θ_{21}(t), . . . θ_{2m}(t)} to be the estimates of the unknown parameter matrices Θ^∗_1 and Θ^∗_2. Based on (2.48) and (2.54), the state estimation error for the system with the diagonal K^∗_2 has the form of

e_x(t) = W_m(z)[(Θ − Θ^∗)^T ω](t) = W_m(z) ( θ_1(t) − θ^∗_1 )_T ω_1(t) . . ( θ_m(t) − θ^∗_m )_T ω_m(t) , (3.7)

where vector θ_i(t) is the ith column of

Θ(t) = Θ^T_1 (t), θ_{21}(t) . . θ_{2m}(t)

T = [θ_1(t), . . . , θ_m(t)] ∈ R^{(n+1)×m} , (3.8)

vector θ^∗_i is the ith column of

Θ^∗ = Θ^{∗T}_1 , θ^∗_{21} . . θ^∗_{2m}

T = [θ^∗_1 , . . . , θ^∗_m] ∈ R^{(n+1)×m} , (3.9)

and the signal ω_i(t) is defined as

ω_i(t) = [−x^T (t), u_i(t)]^T ∈ R^{n+1} , i = 1, . . . , m, (3.10)

where u_i(t) denotes the ith component of the input signal u(t).

For the element of the state estimation error from e_x(t) = [e_{x1}(t), . . . , e_{xn}(t)] ∈ R^n , we have e_{xi}(t) = m∑ j=1 w_{ij}(z) [ (θ_j − θ^∗_j )^T ω_j ] (t), (3.11)

where w_{ij}, i = 1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . , m, is the ijth component of the transfer matrix W_m(z).

With θ_j (t), θ^∗_j and ω(t), the auxiliary signals (2.57) and (2.58) can be rewritten as

ξ_{ij}(t) = θ^T_j (t)ζ_{ij}(t) − w_{ij} (z)[θ^T_j ω_j](t), (3.12)

ζ_{ij}(t) = w_{ij}(z)[ω_j ](t). (3.13)

The signal ξ_{ij}(t) has the desired property that ξ_{ij}(t) = 0 for θ_j (t) = θ_j being constant. However, the estimation error ϵ_i(t) depends on θ_j (t), j = 1, . . . , m.

We apply the same estimation error of the gradient algorithm based adaptive control scheme defined in (2.59) for the least-squares algorithm based adaptive control scheme, whose component ϵ_i(t) can also be expressed as ϵ_i(t) = e_{xi}(t) + θ^T (t)ζ_i(t) − ν_i(t), (3.14) where θ(t) = [θ^T_1 (t), . . . , θ^T_m(t)]^T ∈ R^{m(n+1)} , (3.15) θ^∗ = [θ^{∗T}_1 , . . . , θ^{∗T}_m ]^T ∈ R^{m(n+1)} , (3.16) ζ_i(t) = [ζ^T_{i1}(t), . . . , ζ^T_{im}(t)]^T ∈ R^{m(n+1)} , (3.17) ν_i(t) = m∑ j=1 w_{ij}(z)[θ^T_j ω_j](t). (3.18)

Substituting (3.11) - (3.13) to the estimation error (3.14), we also have ϵ_i(t) = ( θ(t) − θ^∗ )_T ζ_i(t). (3.19) From (3.14), in the vector form, we can express ϵ(t) = [ϵ_1(t), . . . , ϵ_n(t)]^T as ϵ(t) = μ(t) + Z^T (t)θ(t), (3.20) where μ(t) = [μ_1(t), . . . , μ_n(t)]^T with μ_i(t) = e_{xi}(t) − ν_i(t), (3.21) and matrix Z(t) is defined as Z(t) = [ζ_1(t), . . . , ζ_n(t)] ∈ R^{m(n+1)×n} . (3.22)

3.3 Adaptive Law and Its Properties

In this subsection, the adaptive law using the least-squares algorithm to minimize the accumulated estimation error is developed. The adaptive law optimality and the system state tracking performance are analyzed.

Cost function. Based on the the estimation error (3.14) with the signal μ_i(t) defined in (3.21), the measured signal y_i(t) in the cost function (3.4) is −μ_i(t) in this case. Thus, the cost function for the least-squares algorithm based adaptive control scheme is J(θ) = 1 2 t−1∑ τ =t_0 1 κ n∑ i=1 (μ_i(τ) + θ^T (t)ζ_i(τ))^2 + 1 2 (θ(t) − θ_0)^T P^{−1}_0 (θ(t) − θ_0), (3.23) where P_0 = P^T_0 > 0 and κ > 0, which is a combination of a sum of squared estimation errors at many time instants with a penalty on the initial estimate θ(0) = θ_0 of θ^∗.

Adaptive law. The adaptive law of the parameter estimate θ(t) is derived as

θ(t + 1) = θ(t) − P (t − 1)Z(t)N^{−1}(t)ϵ(t), (3.24)

where N(t) = κI + Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t), (3.25)

and P (t) is recursively calculated from

P (t) = P (t − 1) − P (t − 1)Z(t)N^{−1}(t)Z^T (t)P (t − 1), (3.26)

with θ(0) = θ_0 and P (−1) = P_0 = P^T_0 > 0 chosen.

Adaptive law optimality. The optimality of the adaptive law (3.24) is depicted in the following property.

Lemma 3.1. The adaptive law (3.24) minimizes the cost function (3.23), the accumulated estimation error with a penalty on the initial estimate θ_0, at every time instant t.

Proof: The closed form of the optimal solution θ(t) for each time instant t can be found by setting ∂J(θ) ∂θ = t−1∑ τ =t_0 1 κ n∑ i=1 ( μ_i(τ) + θ^T (t)ζ_i(τ) ) ζ_i(τ) + P^{−1}_0 ( θ(t) − θ_0 ) = 0. (3.27)

With the definition of Z(t) in (3.22), we have n∑ i=1 ζ_i(τ)ζ^T_i (τ) = Z(τ)Z^T (τ), (3.28) n∑ i=1 μ_i(τ)ζ_i(τ) = Z(τ)μ(τ). (3.29)

According to (3.28), (3.27) can be rewritten as ∂J(θ) ∂θ = ( P^{−1}_0 + t−1∑ τ =0 1 κ Z(τ)Z^T (τ) ) θ(t) + t−1∑ τ =t_0 1 κ n∑ i=1 μ_i(τ)ζ_i(τ) − P^{−1}_0 θ_0 = 0. (3.30)

Based on (3.30), θ(t) can be expressed as

θ(t) = P (t − 1) ( − t−1∑ τ =t_0 1 κ n∑ i=1 μ_i(τ)ζ_i(τ) + P^{−1}_0 θ_0 ) , (3.31) with P (t − 1) = ( P^{−1}_0 + t−1∑ τ =t_0 1 κ Z(τ)Z^T (τ) )_{−1} . (3.32)

According to (3.32), the recurrent expression of P^{−1}(t) is

P^{−1}(t) = P^{−1}(t − 1) + 1 κ Z(t)Z^T (t). (3.33) Then, we have the recursive expression (3.26) for P (t):

P (t) = P (t − 1) − P (t − 1)Z(t)(κI + Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t))^{−1}Z^T (t)P (t − 1), (3.34) by substituting A = P^{−1}(t − 1), B =^1_κ Z(t), C = Z^T (t) to the equation (A + BC)^{−1} = A^{−1} − A^{−1}B(I + CA^{−1}B)^{−1}CA^{−1}. (3.35)

With (3.29), (3.31) and (3.34), we have

P^{−1}(t − 1)θ(t) = P^{−1}_0 θ_0 − t−1∑ τ =t_0 1 κ n∑ i=1 μ_i(τ)ζ_i(τ) = P^{−1}_0 θ_0 − t−1∑ τ =t_0 1 κ Z(τ)μ(τ). (3.36)

After combining (3.14), (3.22), (3.31), and (3.36), we obtain

θ(t + 1) = P (t) ( − t∑ τ =t_0 1 κ n∑ i=1 μ_i(τ)ζ_i(τ) + P^{−1}_0 θ_0 )

= P (t) ( − 1 κ Z(t)μ(t) + P (t − 1)^{−1}θ(t) )

= P (t) ( − 1 κ Z(t)μ(t) + ( P^{−1}(t) − 1 κ Z(t)Z^T (t) ) θ(t) )

= θ(t) − 1 κ P (t)Z(t) ( Z^T (t)θ(t) + μ(t) ) = θ(t) − 1 κ P (t)Z(t)ϵ(t) = θ(t) − P (t − 1)Z(t) ( κI + Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t) )_{−1} ϵ(t),

(3.37)

which is the adaptive law (3.24). This completes Lemma’s proof. ∇ Adaptive law properties. The adaptive law (3.24) has the following properties.

Lemma 3.2. The adaptive law (3.24) guarantees that

(i) P (t) = P^T (t) > 0, ∀t ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . .}, and P (t) is bounded;

(ii) θ(t), ϵ^T (t)N^{−1}(t)ϵ(t) and ϵ^T (t)N̄^{−1}(t)ϵ(t) are bounded, where N̄(t) = I + Z^T (t)Z(t); and (iii) N^{− 1}2 (t)ϵ(t), θ(t + 1) − θ(t) and N̄^{− 1}2 (t)ϵ(t) belong to L^2.

Proof: (i) According to (3.32) and (3.33), we know that P^{−1}(t) is nondecreasing, which means P^{−1}(t) = ( P^{−1}(t) )_T ≥ P^{−1}_0 > 0. Thus, we have P (t) = P^T (t) > 0, ∀t ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . .}, and P (t) is bounded.

(ii) With θ̃(t) = θ(t) − θ^∗, (3.19), (3.24) and (3.26), we have θ̃(t + 1) = θ̃(t) − P (t − 1)Z(t)(κI + Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t))^{−1}Z^T (t)θ̃(t) = ( I − P (t − 1)Z(t) ( κI + Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t) )_{−1} Z^T (t) ) θ̃(t) = P (t)P^{−1}(t − 1)θ̃(t).

(3.38)

Consider the positive definite function

V (θ̃, t) = θ̃^T P^{−1}(t − 1)θ̃. (3.39)

Then, the time increment of V = V (θ̃(t), t), along (3.24), is

V (θ̃(t + 1), t + 1) − V (θ̃(t), t) = θ̃^T (t + 1)P^{−1}(t)θ̃(t + 1) − θ̃^T (t)P^{−1}(t − 1)θ̃(t) = (θ̃^T (t + 1) − θ̃^T (t))P^{−1}(t − 1)θ̃(t) = − ϵ^T (t)N^{−1}(t)ϵ(t). (3.40)

With the definition of l^2 norm of a vector signal x,

‖x‖_2 = √ x^T x, (3.41)

(3.40) can be rewritten as

V (θ̃(t + 1), t + 1) − V (θ̃(t), t) = − ‖ ‖N_−^1_2 (t)ϵ(t) ‖ ‖^2 2 ≤ 0, (3.42)

which indicates V (θ̃, t) is bounded. With (3.32), we have

V (θ̃(t), t) = θ̃^T (t)P^{−1}_0 θ̃(t) + θ̃^T (t) (_t ∑ τ =0 1 κ Z(τ)Z^T (τ) ) θ̃(t)

= θ̃^T (t)P^{−1}_0 θ̃(t) + θ̃^T (t) (_t ∑ τ =0 1 κ n∑ i=1 ζ_i(τ)ζ_i(τ)^T ) θ̃(t), (3.43)

which implies that θ̃^T (t)P^{−1}_0 θ̃(t) is bounded, and so are θ̃(t) and θ(t). Since the time increment of V (θ̃, t) and ϵ^T (t)N^{−1}(t)ϵ(t) belong to L^1 because of (3.40), we have, for this discrete-time case, that ϵ^T (t)N^{−1}(t)ϵ(t) is bounded.

For the symmetric matrix N^{−1}(t), there always exists an orthogonal matrix Q_m(t) = [q_{m1}(t), . . . , q_{mn}(t)] such that N^{−1}(t) = Q_m(t)Λ_m(t)Q^T_m(t), (3.44) where Λ_m(t) = diag(λ^1_m(t), . . . , λ^n_m(t)) contains all the eigenvalues λ^i_m(t), i = 1, . . . , n of matrix N^{−1}(t) = ( κI + Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t) )_{−1} . Then, we have

ϵ^T (t)N^{−1}(t)ϵ(t) = ϵ^T (t)Q_m(t)Λ_m(t)Q^T_m(t)ϵ(t) = ( Q^T_m(t)ϵ(t) )_T Λ_m(t) ( Q^T_m(t)ϵ(t) ) = n∑ i=1 λ^i_m(t) ( q^T_i (t)ϵ(t) )_2

= ‖ϵ(t)‖^2 n∑ i=1 λ^i_m(t) ≥ n∑ i=1 ‖ϵ(t)‖^2 κ + λ^m_P (t)λ^i_{ZT Z} (t) , (3.45)

where λ^m_P (t) and λ^i_{ZT Z} (t) are the largest eigenvalue of P (t − 1) and the ith eigenvalue of Z^T (t)Z(t) as Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t) = Z^T (t)Q_P (t)Λ_P (t − 1)Q^T_P (t)Z(t), with λ^m_P (t) being the largest element of diagonal matrix Λ_P (t − 1). The boundedness of P (t) indicates that a constant λ^m_P exists such that λ^m_P (t) ≤ λ^m_P < ∞, ∀t ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . .}, which means (3.45) can be further rewritten as ϵ^T (t)N^{−1}(t)ϵ(t) ≥ n∑ i=1 ‖ϵ(t)‖^2 κ + λ^m_P λ^i_{ZT Z} (t) . (3.46)

Since matrix N̄^{−1}(t) is also symmetric, we use the same method as in (3.45) to get

ϵ^T (t)N̄^{−1}(t)ϵ(t) = n∑ i=1 ‖ϵ(t)‖^2 1 + λ^i_{ZT Z} (t)

, (3.47)

where λ^i_{ZT Z} (t) is the ith eigenvalue of matrix Z^T (t)Z(t).

The boundedness of ϵ^T (t)N^{−1}(t)ϵ(t) implies the boundedness of ∑_n i=1 ‖ϵ(t)‖^2 κ+λ^m_P (t)λ^i_{ZT Z} (t) , with (3.47)

and the existence of constant λ^m_P < ∞ in (3.46) from P (t) = P^T (t) and the boundedness of P (t), ϵ^T (t)N̄^{−1}(t)ϵ(t) is also bounded.

(iii) With the boundedness of V (θ̃(t)) and (3.40), we have t∑ τ =0

ϵ^T (τ)N^{−1}(τ)ϵ(τ) = t∑ τ =0 ‖ ‖N^{− 12} (τ)ϵ(τ) ‖ ‖^2 = V (θ̃(0)) − V (θ̃(t)) ≤ V (θ̃(0)), (3.48)

that is, N^{− 1}2 (t)ϵ(t) ∈ L^2. From (3.46)-(3.47) and (3.48), it follows that N̄^{− 1}2 (t)ϵ(t) ∈ L^2.

To consider the L^2 property of θ(t + 1) − θ(t), we need to use the definition and some properties of the matrix norm |||·||| that is “induced” by a vector norm || · || introduced in [9].

Definition 3.1. Let || · || be a norm on C^n . Define |||·||| on M_{m×n} by |||A||| = max_{‖x‖=1} ‖Ax‖. (3.49) Proposition 3.1. The function |||·||| defined in Definition 3.1 has the following properties:

(a) |||I||| = 1; (b) ‖Ay‖ ≤ |||A|||‖y‖ for any A ∈ M_{m×n} and any y ∈ C^n ; (c) |||·||| is a matrix norm on M_{m×n} .

Proposition 3.2. From (c) of Proposition 3.1, we know the function |||·||| defined in Definition

3.1 satisfies the nonnegativity, positivity, homogeneity, triangle inequality, and submultiplicativity

axioms.

From Proposition 3.1, the l^2 vector norm induced matrix norm is |||A|||_2 = max_{‖x‖2=1} ‖Ax‖_2 =

σ_1(A), the largest singular value of A.

Then, we have the inequality about the l^2 norm of θ(t + 1) − θ(t): ‖θ(t + 1) − θ(t)‖_2 ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖P^s(t − 1)P^Ts (t − 1)Z(t) ( κI + ( P^T_s (t − 1)Z(t)

)_2)−^1_2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ‖N^− 1 2 (t)ϵ(t)‖_2 ≤ |||P_s(t − 1)|||_2‖N^{− 12} (t)ϵ(t)‖_2 | | | | | | |

| | | | | | |

| | | | | | | Q_{PsZ} (t) λ^1_{PsZ} (t) ... λ^n_{PsZ} (t) Q^{−1}_{PsZ} (t) Q_{PsZ} (t) 1 √ κ+(λ^1_{PsZ} (t))^2 ... 1 √ κ+(λ^n_{PsZ} (t))^2 Q^{−1}_{PsZ} (t) | | | | | | |

| | | | | | |

| | | | | | |_2

(3.50)

where P (t − 1) ≜ P_s(t − 1)P^T_s (t − 1), Q_{PsZ} (t) is a square matrix whose columns are the n linearly

independent eigenvectors of P^T_s (t − 1)Z(t), and λ^i_{PsZ} (t) denotes the ith eigenvalue of P^T_s (t − 1)Z(t).

Based on the spectral decomposition, introduced in^1, Q_{PsZ} (t) is always orthogonal such that

|||Q_{PsZ} (t)|||^2 = 1. Then, we rewritten (3.50) as

‖θ(t + 1) − θ(t)‖_2 ≤ |||P_s(t − 1)|||_2 max_{1≤i≤n} | | | | | λ^i_{PsZ} (t) √ κ + ( λ^i_{PsZ} (t) )_2 | | | | | ‖N^{− 12} (t)ϵ(t)‖_2. (3.51)

From the boundedness of P (t) and (3.51), it follows that θ(t + 1) − θ(t) ∈ L^2

This completes the lemma’s proof. ∇

Property (iii) in Lemma 3.2 implies: lim_{t→∞} ( κI + Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t) )_− 1_2

ϵ(t) = 0 (3.52)

lim_{t→∞} (θ(t + 1) − θ(t)) = 0 (3.53)

1https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eigendecomposition_of_a_matrix

in this discrete-time case.

Adaptive control system properties. We can then establish the following desired adaptive control system properties:

Theorem 3.1. The adaptive controller (2.46) with adaptive law (3.24) ensures the boundedness of all the closed-loop system signals and the achievement of the tracking objective lim_{t→∞}(x(t) − x_m(t)) = 0.

With the control law (2.46), we have x̂(t) = x_m(t) so that x(t) − x_m(t) = x(t) − x̂(t). Then, the operator concept based proof in [25] is also applicable to the above Theorem 3.1 of this paper with the properties listed in Lemma 3.2. With the operator operating related definitions and propositions, the existence of a stable and strictly proper operator T_0(z), such that T_0(z) [‖x‖] is bounded, is proved. Then, the boundedness of all the closed-loop system signals is proved. Lastly, the tracking performance, lim_{t→∞} e_x(t) = 0, is deduced from estimation error (2.59), the L^2 properties of (κI + Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t))^{− 1}2 ϵ(t), ξ_{ij}(t), and θ(t + 1) − θ(t), and the system signal boundedness mentioned before.

Different from the proof of Theorem 3.1 in [25], the proof of the indirect adaptive control design for MIMO systems using the least-squares algorithm needs to consider the different control input u(t) in (2.46) and the different definitions of the estimation error ϵ(t) while proving the existence of the operator T_0(z). The detailed proof is included in Appendix.

Parameter projection. To ensure the estimated Θ^{−1}_2 (t) always exists to construct the control law (2.46), the parameter projection schemes in [25] and [26] can be applied in the adaptive law (3.24) to project the estimates θ_{2j} (t), j = 1, . . . , m, away from 0.

4 Robot System Modelling and Collision Avoidance

This section presents modeling details of the multi-robot system as well as the collision avoidance mechanism. In Section 4.1, a discrete-time dynamic model of the multiple mobile robot system, that is suitable to implement the adaptive control algorithm introduced in Section 3 for the tracking control purpose, is demonstrated. In Section 4.2, the collision avoidance mechanism during the tracking control process and its influence on both the nominal control design and the adaptive control design are discussed.

4.1 Robot System Model and State Tracking Control Problem

This subsection offers an introduction to the robot system model and explains the meaning of the state tracking control problem.

Robot system model. The 3-mobile-robot system in [33] is revised and used for validating the effectiveness of our proposed adaptive state tracking control scheme, where the simplified discretetime robot model with sample time Δt interval is described as

v_i(t + 1) = v_i(t) + a_i(t) Δt r_i(t + 1) = r_i(t) + v_i(t) Δt + 0.5 a_i(t) (Δt)^2, (4.1)

with r_i(k) = ( x_i(t) y_i(t) ) , v_i(t) = ( v^x_i (t) v^y_i (t) ) , and a_i(t) = ( a^x_i (t) a^y_i (t) ) , i = 1, 2, 3 denoting the position, velocity and acceleration of Roboti, respectively. To include system uncertainties like unknown robot mass and friction coefficient, based on Newton’s law, we reform the robot model (4.1) as

v_i(t + 1) = v_i(t) + 1 m (u_i(t) − bv_i(t)) Δt r_i(t + 1) = r_i(t) + v_i(t) Δt + 1 2m (u_i(t) − bv_i(t)) (Δt)^2, (4.2)

where the robot mass, friction coefficient, and control input (traction force) are denoted by m, b and u_i(t) = ( u^x_i (t) u^y_i (t) ) , i = 1, 2, 3, respectively.

With the total state vector of Roboti,

X_i(k) = [x_i(t), y_i(t), v^x_i (t), v^y_i (t)]^T ∈ R^4 , (4.3)

we can express (4.2) as X_i(t + 1) = AX_i(t) + BU_i(t), (4.4) where the control vector of Roboti U_i(t) is

U_i(t) = [u^x_i (t), u^y_i (t)]^T ∈ R^2 , (4.5)

and A ∈ R^{4×4} and B ∈ R^{4×2} are some matrices as the controlled system matrices which can be directly obtained from the system models (4.2): A = [ I_{2×2} ( 1 −^{0.5b(Δt)2}_m ) I_{2×2} 0_{2×2} ( 1 −^{bΔt}_m ) I_{2×2} ] , B = [_{0.5(Δt)2} m I_{2×2} Δt m I_{2×2} ] , (4.6)

where Δt is the sampling period.

State tracking control problem. The control objective is to design a state feedback control signal U_i(t) to ensure that all closed-loop system signals are bounded and the system state vector X_i(t) of robot model (4.2) asymptotically tracks a reference state vector X_{mi}(t) generated from a chosen reference model system

X_{mi}(t + 1) = A_{mi}X_{mi}(t) + B_{mi}R_i(t), X_{mi}(t) ∈ R^4 , R_i(t) ∈ R^2 , (4.7)

where A_{mi} ∈ R^{4×4} and B_{mi} ∈ R^{4×2} are some constant matrices, and R_i(t) is chosen reference input signal for desired system response. The adaptive state tracking control aims to ensure robots track the trajectories designed by a selected reference model with different reference inputs.

4.2 Modified Control Input for Collision Avoidance

Because the controlled plants usually need a period to finish the tracking objective, robots may collide with others in this period as the tracking errors have not converged to zero yet, though the reference models can ensure the desired robot positions are far enough from others. To avoid possible collisions while the robot model trying to track the reference model, we add an additional repulsive force F_{ri}(t), generated by the artificial repulsive potential fields around the robots based on [2], [12], [23], to the control input U_i(t).

Repulsive field. For Robot i, surrounding this robot, the numerical values of this field increase along the direction towards the robot until reaching a significantly large value at the edge of the robot. Mathematically, the potential repulsive field of Robot i is expressed as

W_i = 1 2 η_i (_1

γ −^1_{ρ0}

)_2 ρ(r_i) ≤ γ 1 2 η_i (_1 ρ(r_i) − 1 ρ_0

)_2 γ < ρ(r_i) ≤ ρ_0 0 else,

(4.8)

i = 1, 2, 3, where η_i is a positive design constant, γ is the radius of the robot, ρ(r_i) is the distance from Robot i, and ρ_0 is a so-called safe distance between robots.

Repulsive force. The field force f_{wi} = ( f^x_{wi} f^y_{wi} ) is computed by the negative gradient of W_i:

f_{wi} = η_i (_1 γ −^1_{ρ0} )_{∇ri ρ(ri)} γ^2 ρ(ri) ≤ γ η_i (_1 ρ(r_i) − 1 ρ_0 )_{∇ri ρ(ri)} ρ^2(r_i) γ < ρ(ri) ≤ ρ0 0 else,

(4.9)

where ∇_{ri} ρ(r_i) = [_{∂ρ} ∂x ,^{∂ρ}_{∂y} ]_T denotes the gradient of the distance from Robot i (the components in the x-direction and y-direction of the unit vector directed to Robot i).

Repulsive force applied on robot model. To achieve our target, collision avoidance, we modify the control input U_i(t) in (4.4) as

U_i(t) = { U_{oi}(t) ‖F_{ri}(t)‖_2 = 0 F_{ri}(t) else,

(4.10)

where

F_{ri}(t) = [f^x_{ri}(t), f^y_{ri}(t)]^T ∈ R^2 , (4.11)

denotes the repulsive force based on the artificial potential repulsive field W_j, j ≠ i, and U_{oi}(t) denotes the tracking control signal. Specifically, we have

U_{oi}(t) = Θ^{−1}_{2i} (t) ( Θ^T_{1i}(t)X_i(t) + R_i(t) ) (4.12)

Figure 1: Schematic diagram of robot positions.

for the adaptive control system and

U_{oi}(t) = Θ^{∗−1}_{2i} ( Θ^{∗T}_{1i} X_i(t) + R_i(t) ) (4.13)

for the nominal control system.

As one robot may influenced by more than one robot, the repulsive force f_{ri} acts on every robot is the resultant force of all the field forces f_{wi} from the artificial field of other robots. We explain that with an example. The schematic diagram of robot positions is shown in Figure 1, Robot 1, Robot 2, and Robot 3 are depicted as three circles in blue, red, and yellow, respectively. For Robot 2 (the red circle), it not only undergoes the field force f_{w1} from Robot 1 (the blue circle), but also f_{w3} from Robot 3 (the yellow circle). Thus, the repulsive force of Robot2, F_{r2}, is the vector sum of f_{w1} and f_{w3}: F_{r2} = ( f^x_{r2} f^y_{r2} ) = ( f^x_{w1} + f^x_{w3} f^y_{w1} + f^y_{w3} ) . (4.14)

Collision avoidance and tracking property. The collision avoidance property and the tracking property of the modified control input (4.10) are depicted in the following property.

Proposition 4.1. The control input (4.10) ensures lim_{t→∞} F_{ri}(t) = 0 and is able to achieve tracking objective lim_{t→∞} (X_i(t) − X_{mi}(t)) = 0 collision-free.

Proof: According to (4.10), the repulsive force can replace the tracking control input at any time when robots are too close (their distance is less than ρ_0 in the definitions of the repulsive field and force) because the norm of F_{ri}(t) is not zero unless all other robots are far away from Robot i.

From the definition of the repulsive force f_{wi} in (4.9) is the negative gradient of the repulsive field W_i. Thus, when F_{ri}(t), the resultant force of f_{wi}, i = 1, 2, 3, i ≠ j, applies on the robot model, the robot will move towards the direction such that W_i (4.8) is monotone decreasing until it equals 0. Through (4.8), we have that W_i = 0 indicates ρ(r_i) ≥ ρ_0, i.e. Robot i reaches somewhere, such that its distance from all other robots is greater than ρ, for collision avoidance.

Then, the collision-free is ensured when the design parameters η_i and ρ_0 are designed large enough to make the robot reduce its maximum velocity to zero within^{ρ0}_2 based on the model (4.2).

From (4.9), f_{wi} will be zero once ρ(r_i) ≥ ρ, and so F_{ri}(t). Combining the analysis in the last two paragraph, we have lim_{t→∞} F_{ri}(t) = 0.

In the tracking process, Robot i is controlled by the tracking control signal initially, the control input will be replaced by the repulsive force F_{ri}(t) once it detects the distances between itself and other robots are less than ρ_0 for collision avoidance until Robot i reaches somewhere such that its distances away from other robots are larger than ρ_0. This control input switch behavior may be repeated many times to avoid collisions until the robot is moved to a position such that it can be controlled by U_{oi}(t) to track the selected reference model without collisions.

With the above analysis, the overall system after the last time switching of the control signal becomes a normal state feedback tracking control system, which means the tracking objective lim_{t→∞} (X_i(t) − X_{mi}(t)) = 0 can always be achieved.

Thus, the control input (4.10) can ensure the robot model (4.4) tracks the reference model asymptotically and collision-free. ∇

The adaptive control system with repulsive force. With the repulsive force F_{ri}(t), the control input U_i(t) for the indirect adaptive control design becomes

U_i(t) = { Θ^{−1}_{2i} (t) ( Θ^T_{1i}(t)X_i(t) + R_i(t) ) ‖F_{ri}(t)‖_2 = 0 F_{ri}(t) else,

(4.15)

where Θ_{1i}(t) and Θ_{2i}(t) are the estimates of Θ^∗_{1i} and Θ^∗_{2i} satisfying the matching condition (2.42).

Remark 4.1. The control input switching behavior, discussed in the proof of Proposition 4.1, will still happen many times in the adaptive control system case until Robot i reaches a position such that it can be controlled by Θ^{−1}_{2i} (t) ( Θ^T_{1i}(t)X_i(t) + R_i(t) ) individually to track the selected reference model without collisions. Then, the system becomes a normal adaptive state tracking control system without the repulsive force F_{ri}(t) whose tracking property is proved in Theorem 3.1.

When the control input Θ^{−1}_{2i} (t) ( Θ^T_{1i}(t)X_i(t) + R_i(t) ) is replaced by F_{ri}(t), the parameter estimates Θ_{1i}(t) and Θ_{2i}(t) may be updated incorrectly, which leads to several undesired system responses. This problem can be fixed by resetting the parameter estimate θ(t) = θ_0 defined in (3.15), containing all the elements of Θ(t) = [Θ^T_{1i}(t), Θ_{2i}(t)]^T , and P (t) = P_0 at the time instant t when ‖F_{ri}(t)‖_2 ≠ 0, where θ_0 and P_0 denote the initial values of θ(t) and P (t), to help the parameter estimate θ(t) get rid of the influence led by F_{ri}(t) to the parameter update law (3.24)-(3.26).

The tracking property and collision avoidance performance of control input (4.15) can be checked further by the simulation in the next section. □

5 Simulation Study

This section presents the simulation study to evaluate the performance of the developed adaptive state feedback control scheme. In Section 5.1, the details of 3-mobile-robot system, which is chosen to be the controlled plant (2.1), and a simulation case, that satisfies the constraints on the physical properties of the robot, is presented. Simulation results are demonstrated in Section 5.2.

5.1 Simulation System

In this subsection, the simulation system constructed by three mobile robots is detailed. All the system states and system inputs should respect the physical constraints.

5.1.1 A 3-Mobile-Robot System Model and Parameter Values

The 3-mobile-robot system model for the simulation study is introduced as (4.4) of Section 4.1:

X_i(t + 1) = AX_i(t) + BU_i(t), i = 1, 2, 3, (5.1)

where the control vector of Roboti U_i(t) = [u^x_i (t), u^y_i (t)]^T and A = [ I_{2×2} ( 1 −^{0.5b(Δt)2}_m ) I_{2×2} 0_{2×2} ( 1 −^{bΔt}_m ) I_{2×2} ] , B = [_{0.5(Δt)2} m I_{2×2} Δt m I_{2×2} ] , with Δt = 0.05 sec being the sampling period.

Since the 3-mobile-robot system model in [33] is used to develop an autonomous driving algorithm, the disk-like robot is considered a simplified vehicle model. Thus, the values of robot mass and friction coefficient of the robot model are chosen based on a simplified vehicle model in [5] as

m = 1000 kg, 50 N · sec/m. (5.2)

Because the robot acceleration has the limitation of (−4, 3) m/sec^2 in [33], we restrict the components of the control input (traction force) U_i(t) to

u^x_i (t), u^y_i (t) ∈ (−4000, 3000) N (5.3)

Table 1: The reference input components.

Reference Input Components Input Signal r^x_1 (t) 0 r^y_1 (t) 0 r^x_2 (t) −1.26 sin(0.005πt) r^y_2 (t) −1.26 cos(0.005πt) r^x_3 (t) −4.86 sin(0.025πt) r^y_3 (t) −4.86 cos(0.025πt)

based on Newton’s law F = ma with omitting friction for simplification as the friction will not influence the traction force.

5.1.2 Reference Model Systems

The details of the robot reference models, the corresponding parameter values, and the reference input components are elaborated below.

Reference model. The matrices A_{mi} and B_{mi} of the reference model X_{mi}(t+1) = A_{mi}X_{mi}(t)+ B_{mi}R_i(t), are selected as A_{mi} = [ 0.9998I_{2×2} 0.9959I_{2×2} −0.008I_{2×2} 0.79I_{2×2} ] , B_{mi} = [ −0.0013I_{2×2} −0.05I_{6×6} ] , i = 1, 2, 3 (5.4)

All the eigenvalues of A_{mi} are inside the unit circle of the complex plane: 0.95, 0.84.

Based on (2.42) and (5.4), the matching parameters Θ^∗_{1i} and Θ^∗_{2i} are

Θ^∗_{1i} = [ 0.16I_{2×2} 3.2I_{2×2} ]_T , Θ^∗_{2i} = −0.001I_{2×2}, i = 1, 2, 3.

(5.5)

We consider to make Robot 1 stop at (0, 0) point and make the Robot 2 and Robot 3 move as two concentric circles with different radii based on the above reference model.

Then, the components of the reference inputs R_1(t) = [r^x_1 (t), r^y_1 (t)]^T , R_2(t) = [r^x_2 (t), r^y_2 (t)]^T , and R_3(t) = [r^x_3 (t), r^y_3 (t)]^T are listed in Table 1 for the desired robot trajectories.

Initial value settings. For all the robots, every component of the initial parameter vector θ_0 in (3.24) is selected as 1.25θ^∗ respectively, from (3.16) whose component values are detailed in (5.5). The other simulation parameters are selected as P_0 = 500I_{m(n+1)}, κ = 0.00001 for every

(a) (b)

Figure 2: Robot trajectories (the asterisk markers ∗ indicating the central point of initial positions of the robots, the product markers × indicating the central point of final positions of the robots, and the circles in different colors indicating the final positions of the robots). (a) The case with F_{ri}(t). (b) The case without F_{ri}(t).

individual robot. The initial states are selected as X_1(0) = [12, 12, 0, 0]^T , X_2(0) = [0, 0, 0, 0]^T , and X_3(0) = [0, 13, 0, 0]^T , which means Robot1, Robot2, and Robot3 are located [12, 12], [0, 0], [0, 13] at t = 0 respectively with zero initial velocities in both X−axis and Y −axis. The initial states of the reference model for all the robots are set as X_{mi}(0) = X_i(0) respectively.

Repulsive parameter settings. Through our testing, we select η_i = 9200 and ρ_0 = 3 to be the parameter values of the repulsive force in (4.9).

5.2 Simulation Results

Simulation results for the proposed adaptive control algorithm with the repulsive force are displayed in this subsection.

From Figures 2a and 2b, all the robots can move as the designed trajectories (Robot 1 stops at (0, 0) point, Robot 2 and Robot 3 move as their designed concentric trajectories) controlled by either the control input containing F_{ri}(t) or not. In addition, all the obvious direction changes of Robot 1 and Robot 2 in Figure 2a indicate the robots do make some efforts to avoid collisions^2.

In Figure 3, we compare the shortest distance between robots in the case whose control input contains the repulsive force and the case whose control input does not contain the repulsive force to see the collision avoidance performance. Through the red curve in Figure 2b and Figure 3, we find

2The animations of the robot motions can be found in our project page:

https://sites.google.com/virginia.edu/zhao-robotmotion-animation.

that the distance between Robot 1 and Robot 2 is less than 0 from t = 26 instant to t = 43 instant, which means they collided at that time if the control input does not contain the collision avoidance mechanism. From the blue curve in Figure 3, the shortest distance between robots is always above zero, indicating the collision that happened from t = 26 instant to t = 43 is avoided successfully by introducing the repulsive force F_{ri}(t) to the control signal. The shortest distance between robots is always around 3.5 meters from the instant t = 1000 to the instant t = 5000 as the tracking errors of all three robots have converged to zero asymptotically already since the instant t = 1000.

Figure 3: Shortest distance between robots.

According to Figure 4, the closed-loop system is stable, and, all the components of the tracking error converge to zero asymptotically. Notably, the estimation error norm converging to zero asymptotically verifies the optimality of the adaptive laws, which minimizes the accumulated estimation error.

For tracking errors and estimation errors of Robot 2, the convergence speed is slower than the tracking error of Robot 1 and Robot 3 and contains oscillations of smaller and smaller magnitudes as the repulsive force makes the states of Robot 2 at the beginning of the simulation quite different from its reference model states for collision avoidance purposes. In addition, although we apply the resetting parameter estimate strategy to avoid the influence on the parameter estimates led by F_{ri}(t), F_{ri}(t) still influences the states of the subsystem that are used to generate the auxiliary signal ζ_{ij}(t). The influence of the auxiliary signal generation also needs some time to decay. The reason why the tracking error and estimation error of Robot 1 are not influenced much is that its reference inputs are constant rather than some sinusoidal waves.

After examining the control inputs plots in Figures 5, all the control inputs are within (−4000, 3000), which means the input limitations of the inputs of the robot model (4.2).

With the above simulation study, the performance of the discrete-time least-sqares adaptive control algorithm with repulsive fields for collision avoidance proposed in this paper is verified.

Figure 4: System responses for the control input containing F_{ri}(t).

Figure 5: Control inputs of the system containing F_{ri}(t).

6 Conclusions

In this paper, we developed a new least-squares algorithm based adaptive control scheme to solve the long-standing discrete-time indirect adaptive state tracking control problem, which can ensure that the state vector x(t) of an unknown MIMO system: x(t + 1) = Ax(t) + Bu(t), asymptotically tracks the state vector x_m(t) of a chosen stable reference model system. We also applied the developed adaptive control scheme to solve a multiple mobile robot position and velocity tracking control problem. Hence, this paper offered new solutions to two technical problems: the stable adaptive law derivation for the discrete-time MIMO adaptive state tracking control scheme based on the accumulative parameterized estimation error minimization, and the design and simulation of the least-squares adaptive multiple robot control scheme with additional repulsive forces for both asymptotic trajectory tracking and collision avoidance, whose desired performance is illustrated by simulation results.

Acknowledgment

The authors would like to thank the financial support from a Ford University Research Program grant and the collaboration and help from Dr. Suzhou Huang and Dr. Qi Dai of Ford Motor Company for this research.

Appendix: Proof of Theorem 3.1

From x̂(t) = x_m(t) and (2.59), we have

x(t) = x_m(t) − ϵ(t) + ∑_m j=1 ξ_{1j}(t) . . ∑_m j=1 ξ_{nj}(t) . (A.1)

To prove the boundedness of x(t), we need to use the definition and some properties of the

matrix norm |||·||| that is “induced” by a vector norm || · || defined in Definition 3.1.

Denote the l^1 norm of x(t) as ‖x(t)‖ = |x_1(t)| + · · · + |x_n(t)|, (A.2) from Proposition 3.1, the l^1 vector norm induced matrix norm is |||A|||_1 = max_{‖x‖1=1} ‖Ax‖_2 = max_{1≤i≤n} ∑_n i=1 |a_{ij} |, the maximum of the column sums of A = [a_{ij} ] ∈ M_{m×n}.

From (A.1) and triangle inequality, we have ‖x(t)‖ ≤ ‖x_m(t)‖ + | | | | | |(κI + Z_T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t))^1_2 | | | | | | ‖ ‖N_−^1_2 (t)ϵ(t) ‖ ‖ +^n∑ i=1 m∑ j=1 |ξ_{ij}(t)|, (A.3) where N^{− 1}2 (t)ϵ(t) ∈ L^2 ∩ L^∞ from Lemma 3.2.

According to (3.44), we have orthogonal matrix Q_m such that N^{−1}(t) = Q_m(t)Λ_m(t)Q^T_m(t), with

Λ_m(t) = diag(λ^1_m(t), . . . , λ^n_m(t)) containing all the eigenvalues λ^i_m(t), i = 1, . . . , n of matrix N^{−1}(t).

Then, (κI + Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t))^12 can be rewritten as ( Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t) ) 1_2

= Q_m(t)Λ^{− 12}m (t)Q^T_m(t), (A.4)

which means the eigenvalues of (κI + Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t))^12 are^1√_{λim} (t), i = 1, . . . , n. With (3.46) we

have the ith eigenvalue of ( Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t) )_{−1} is larger than^1_{κ+λmP λiZT Z (t)} , where λ^m_P and λ^i_{ZT Z} (t)

denotes the maximum value of the eigenvalues of P (t), ∀t ≥ 0, and the ith eigenvalue of Z^T (t)Z(t).

With the definition of Z(t) in (3.22), we have the following inequality about the upper-bound of

the eigenvalue of ( Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t) ) 1_2 : √ κ + λ^m_P λ^i_{ZT Z} (t) ≤ √ κ + √ λ^m_P n ∑ i=1 ζ^T_i (t)ζ_i(t) (A.5)

Then, we have | | | | | | | | |(κI + Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t))^{12} | | | | | | | | | ≤ √κ + √ λ^m_P n ∑ i=1 ζ^T_i (t)ζ_i(t) |||Q_m|||^2

≤ ( √ κ + √ λ^m_P n∑ i=1 ‖ζ_i‖ ) |||Q_m|||^2, (A.6) where |||Q_m|||^2 is bounded as every column of the orthogonal matrix Q is a direction vector with a finite dimension.

For further proof for Theorem 3.1, we introduce the following definitions and propositions about basic operator concepts from [25]. A linear operator T (z, t) is applied to indicate the relationship between the input signal u(t) and the output signal y(t) of a possible time-varying dynamic system as y(t) = T (z, ·)[u](t).

Definition A.1. A linear operator T (z, t) is stable and proper of |y(t)| = |T (z, ·)[u](t)| ≤ β t−1∑ τ =0 e^{−α(t−a−τ )}|u(τ)| + γ|u(τ)| (A.7) for any u(t) ∈ R, all t ≥ 0, and some constant β > 0, α > 0, γ = 0. A linear operator T (z, t) is stable and strictly proper if it is stable with γ = 0.

Proposition A.1. A linear operator T (z, t) is stable and proper if it represents a system described by the difference equation P (z)[y](t) = Q(z, t)[u](t), (A.8) where P (z) is an nth-order constant coefficient polynomial whose zeros are all inside the unit circle of the complex z-plane, and Q(z, t) is an nth-order polynomial with bounded and possibly time-varying coefficients. If the order of Q(z, t) is less than n, then T (z, t) is stable and strictly proper.

Definition A.2. A linear operator T (z, t) is nonnegative if T (z, ·)[u](t) ≥ 0, ∀u(t) ≥ 0, ∀t ≥ 0. A nonnegative linear operator T_1(z, t) dominates a linear operator T_2(z, t) if |T_2(z, ·)[u](t)| ≤ T_1(z, ·)[u](t), ∀u(t) ≥ 0, ∀t ≥ 0. (A.9) A nonnegative linear operator T (z, t) is nondecreasing if

|T (z, t)[u_1](t)| ≤ T (z, t)[u_2](t), ∀u_2(t) ≥ u_1(t) ≥ 0, ∀t ≥ 0. (A.10)

Proposition A.2. For any stable and proper (strictly proper) linear operator T_2(z, t), there exists a nonnegative, stable and proper (strictly proper) linear operator T_1(z, t) which dominates T_2(z, t). Such an operator T_1(z, t) can be chosen to be nondecreasing.

Operator-based signal analysis. For the jth element of u_j(t), we have

u_j(t) = θ̄T_j (t)x(t) + r_j (t) θ_{2j} (t)

, (A.11)

where θ̄_j (t) denotes a part of θ_j (t) such that θ_j (t) = [θ̄_j (t)^T , θ_{2j} (t)]^T . From Lemma 3.2 and the parameter projection, both^{θ̄j (t)}_{θ2j (t)} and^1_{θ2j (t)} are bounded. Then, we have the following inequality about the l^1 norm of ω_j(t) [ −x^T (t), u_j(t) ]_T , j = 1, . . . , m defined in (3.10): ‖ω_j(t)‖ ≤ ( 1 + ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ θ̄_j (t) θ_{2j} (t) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ) ‖x(t)‖ + ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ r_j (t) θ_{2j} (t) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ , (A.12) where ‖ ‖ ‖^{rj (t)}_{θ2j (t)} ‖ ‖ ‖ is bounded from the bounedness of^1_{θ2j (t)} .

Thus, for ζ_{ij}(t) = w_{ij}(z)[ω_j ](t) in (3.13), there exists a stable, strictly proper and nonnegative operator T_{ζij} (z) such that ‖ζ_{ij}(t)‖ ≤ T_{ζij} (z)[‖x‖](t) + c_{ζij} , (A.13) for some constant c_{ζij} > 0.

With (A.13), there exist a stable, strictly proper and nonnegative operator T_m(z) and a constant c_m > 0 such that √ λ^m_P n∑ i=1 ‖ζ_i‖ |||Q_m|||^2 ≤ T_m(z)[‖x‖](t) + c_m. (A.14) For the auxiliary signal ξ_{ij}(t) = θ^T_j (t)ζ_{ij}(t)−w_{ij} (z)[θ^T_j ω_j](t) in (3.12), we set a minimal realization (A_{ij}, b_{ij} , c_{ij}) of w_{ij}(z) = c_{ij}(zI − A)^{−1}b_{ij} , with h_{c,ij}(z) = c_{ij} (zI − A)^{−1} and h_{b,ij} (z) = (zI − A)^{−1}b_{ij} both stable and strictly proper. Then, ξ_{ij}(t) is expressed as

ξ_{ij}(t) = θ^T_j (t)ζ_{ij}(t) − w_{ij}(z)[θ^T_j ω_j](t) = h_{c,ij}(z)[(z − 1)[θ^T_j ]zh_{b,ij} (z)[ω_j ]](t), (A.15)

where (z − 1)[θ_j ](t) = θ_j (t + 1) − θ_j (t) ∈ L^2 and zh_{b,ij} (z) is stable and proper.

The above ξ_{ij}(t) can be further expressed as

ξ_{ij}(t) = h_{c,ij}(z)[(z − 1)[θ^T_j ]h_{b,ij}(z)[z[ω_j ]]](t), (A.16)

where z[ω_j ](t) = ω_j (t + 1) = [ −x^T (t + 1), u_j(t + 1) ] with x(t + 1) = Ax(t) + Bu(t). With the parameter projection and u(t) = Θ^{−1}_2 (t)Θ_1(t)x(t) + Θ^{−1}_2 (t)r(t), z[ω_j ](t) in (A.16) can be expressed as − ( Ax + B [¯ θ_1 θ_{21} , . . . , θ̄_m θ_{2m} ]_T x + Bρ )_T , 1 θ^+_{2j} θ̄^{+T}_j ( Ax + B [¯ θ_1 θ_{21} , . . . , θ̄_m θ_{2m} ]_T x + Bρ ) + ρ^+_j , (A.17)

where ρ(t) = [ρ_1, . . . , ρ_m]^T = [_{r1(t)} θ_{21}(t) , . . . , r_m(t) θ_{2m}(t) ]_T ∈ R^m , θ̄^+_j (t) = θ̄_j (t + 1), θ̄^+_{2j} (t) = θ̄_{2j} (t + 1), and ρ^+_j (t) = ρ_j (t + 1).

From Lemma 3.2, we have Δ_θ(t) = θ(t + 1) − θ(t) ∈ L^2 (that is, Δ_{θj} (t) = θ_j (t + 1) − θ_j (t) ∈ L^2), and the boundedness of^{θ̄j}_{θ2j} ,^{θ̄+j}_{θ+2j} , and ρ_j (t) for j = 1 . . . , m. Then, for ξ_{ij}(t) in (A.16), there exist stable, strictly proper and nonnegative operators T_{ξij c}(z), T_{ξij b}(z, t) and a constant c_{ξcij} > 0 such that |ξ_{ij}(t)| ≤ T_{ξij c}(z)[‖Δ_{θj} (t)‖T_{ξij b}(z, ·)[‖x‖]](t) + c_{ξcij} . (A.18) For the corresponding vector ξ_j = [ξ_{1j}(t), . . . , ξ_{nj}(t)]^T , we have stable, strictly proper and nonnegative operators T_{ξij c}(z), T_{ξj b}(z, t) and a constant c_{ξcj} > 0 such that |ξ_j(t)| ≤ T_{ξj c}(z)[‖Δ_{θj} (t)‖T_{ξj b}(z, ·)[‖x‖]](t) + c_{ξcj} . (A.19)

Then, we have the following inequality for ∑_n i=1 ∑_m j=1 |ξ_{ij}(t)| in (A.3): n∑ i=1 m∑ j=1 |ξ_{ij}(t)| ≤ m∑ j=1 ( T_{ξj c}(z)[‖Δ_{θj} (t)‖T_{ξj b}(z, ·)[‖x‖]](t) + c_{ξcj} ) . (A.20)

With (A.13)-(A.20), (A.3) can be rewritten as ‖x(t)‖ ≤ ‖x_m(t)‖ + ( √ κ|||Q_m|||^2 + T_m(z)[‖x‖](t) + c_m) ‖ ‖(κI + Z_T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t))−^1_2 ϵ(t) ‖ ‖ + m∑ j=1 ( T_{ξj c}(z)[‖Δ_{θj} (t)‖T_{ξj b}(z, ·)[‖x‖]](t) + c_{ξcj} )

≤ ‖x_m(t)‖ + ( √ κ|||Q_m|||^2 + c_m) ‖ ‖ ‖ ( κI + Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t) )_− 1_2 ϵ(t) ‖ ‖ ‖ + m∑ j=1 c_{ξcj} + T_m(z)[‖x‖](t)‖ ( κI + Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t) )_− 1_2 ϵ(t)‖ + m∑ j=1 T_{ξj c}(z)[‖Δ_{θj} (t)‖T_{ξj b}(z, ·)[‖x‖]](t),

(A.21)

where ‖x_m(t)‖ + ( √ κ|||Q_m|||^2 + c_m)‖ ( κI + Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t) )_− 1_2 ϵ(t)‖ + ∑_m j=1 c_{ξcj} is bounded. There

exists a stable, strictly proper, nonegative and nondecreasing operator T_0(z) such that T_m(z)[‖x‖](t) ‖ ‖(κI + Z_T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t))−^1_2 ϵ(t) ‖ ‖ +^m∑ j=1 T_{ξj c}(z)[‖Δ_{θj} (t)‖T_{ξj b}(z, ·)[‖x‖]](t) ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ( κI + Z^T (t)P (t − 1)Z(t) )_− 1_2 ϵ(t) ‖ ‖ ‖ T0(z)[‖x‖](t) + m∑ j=1 T_{ξj c}(z)[‖Δ_{θj} (t)‖T_0(z, ·)[‖x‖]](t). (A.22)

From (3.25), and (A.21)-(A.22), it follows that

T_0(z)[‖x‖](t) ≤ T_0(z)[‖N^{− 12} ϵ‖T_0(z)[‖x‖]](t)

+ T_0(z)[ m∑ j=1 T_{ξj c}[||Δ_{θj} ||T_0(z)[‖x‖]]](t) + c_0, (A.23)

where c_0 ≥ T_0(z)[‖x_m‖ + ( √ κ|||Q_m|||^2 + c_m)‖N^{− 1}2 ϵ‖ + ∑_m j=1 c_{ξcj} ](t) is a constant. For (A.23), there

exists a stable and strictly proper operator T (z) such that

T_0(z)[‖x‖](t) ≤ T (z)[‖N^{− 12} ϵ‖T_0(z)[‖x‖]](t) + T (z)[ m∑ j=1 ‖Δ_{θj} ‖T_0(z)[‖x‖]](t) + c_0

= T (z)[ ( ‖N^{− 12} ϵ‖ + m∑ j=1 ||Δ_{θj} || ) T_0(z)[‖x‖]](t) + c_0,

(A.24)

where ‖N^{− 1}2 (t)ϵ(t)‖ + ∑_m j=1 ||Δ_{θj} (t)|| ∈ L^2 ∩ L^∞. The L^2 property of ‖N^{− 1}2 (t)ϵ(t)‖ + ∑_m j=1 ||Δ_{θj} (t)|| ensures a small gain for the feedback structure in terms of T_0(z)[‖x‖](t). A small gain theorem can be applied to (A.24), for the boundedness of T_0(z)[‖x‖](t) and x(t) from (A.21). Correspondingly, u(t) = Θ^{−1}_2 (t) ( Θ^T_1 (t)x(t) + Θ^{−1}_2 (t)r(t) ) is also bounded. Thus, all the system signals are bounded.

Then, ϵ(t) ∈ L^2 and ξ_{ij}(t) ∈ L^2 from (A.16) with (z − 1)[θ](t) = θ(t + 1) − θ(t) ∈ L^2. Finally, x(t) − x_m(t) ∈ L^2 so that lim_{t→∞} (x(t) − x_m(t)) = 0. ∇

References

[1] R. Almadhoun, T. Taha, L. Seneviratne, and Y. Zweiri, “A survey on multi-mobile-robot coverage path planning for model reconstruction and mapping,” SN Applied Sciences, vol. 1, no. 8, pp. 1-24, July 2019.

[2] N. Bezzo, P. J. Cruz, F. Sorrentino, and R. Fierro, “Decentralized identification and control of networks of coupled mobile platforms through adaptive synchronization of chaos,” Physica D: Nonlinear Phenomena, vol. 267, pp. 94–103, January 2014.

[3] S. Boyd and L. Vandenberghe, Convex Optimization. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 2004.

[4] X. Chen, T. Fukuda and K. D. Young, “Adaptive quasi-sliding-mode tracking control for discrete uncertain input-output systems,” IEEE Transactions on Industrial Electronics, vol. 48, no. 1, pp. 216-224, February 2001.

[5] G. F. Franklin, J. D. Powell, and A. Emami-Naeini, Feedback Control of Dynamic Systems.

Upper Saddle River, NJ, USA: Pearson, 2006.

[6] T. Fong, C. Thorpe and C. Baur, “Multi-mobile-robot remote driving with collaborative control,” IEEE Transactions on Industrial Electronics, vol. 50, no. 4, pp. 699-704, August 2003.

[7] F. Gao, A. Clare, J. Macbeth, and M. Cummings, “Modeling the impact of operator trust on performance in multiple robot control,” Proceedings of AAAI Spring Symposium: Trust and Autonomous Systems, Stanford, CA, March 2013.

[8] G. C. Goodwin and K. S. Sin. Adaptive Filtering Prediction and Control. Englewood Cliffs, NJ, USA: Prentice-Hall, 1984.

[9] R. A. Horn and C. R. Johnson, Matrix Analysis, 2nd Ed. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 2013.

[10] W. Hong and G. Tao, “An adaptive control scheme for three-phase grid-connected inverters in photovoltaic power generation systems,” Proceedings of 2018 Annual American Control Conference, pp. 899-904, Milwaukee, WI, 2018.

[11] O. Khatib, “Real-time obstacle avoidance for manipulators and mobile robots,” Proceedings.

Proceedings of 1985 IEEE International Conference on Robotics and Automation, pp. 500-505, St. Louis, MO, 1985.

[12] Y. Koren and J. Borenstein, “Potential field methods and their inherent limitations for mobile robot navigation,” Proceedings of 1991 IEEE International Conference on Robotics and Automation, Sacramento, CA, 1991.

[13] M. Krstic, I. Kanellakopoulos, and P. V. Kokotovic, Nonlinear and Adaptive Control Design.

New York, NY, USA: John Wiley & Sons, 1995.

[14] K. Kosuge and T. Oosumi, “Decentralized control of multiple robots handling an object,” Proceedings of IEEE/RSJ International Conference on Intelligent Robots and Systems (IROS), vol.1, pp. 318-323, Osaka, Japan, 1996.

[15] Y. Kantaros and M. M. Zavlanos, “Stylus*: a temporal logic optimal control synthesis algorithm for large-scale multi-mobile-robot systems,” International Journal of Robotics Research, vol. 39, no. 7, pp. 812–836, April 2020.

[16] Q. Li, F. Gama, A. Ribeiro and A. Prorok, “Graph neural networks for decentralized multimobile-robot path planning,” Proceedings of the 2020 IEEE/RSJ International Conference on Intelligent Robots and Systems (IROS), pp. 11785-11792, Las Vegas, NV, USA, October 2020.

[17] C. E. Luis, M. Vukosavljev and A. P. Schoellig, “Online trajectory generation with distributed model predictive control for multi-mobile-robot motion planning,” IEEE Robotics and Automation Letters, vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 604-611, April 2020.

[18] L. Liu, Z. Wang and H. Zhang, “Adaptive fault-tolerant tracking control for MIMO discretetime systems via reinforcement learning algorithm with less learning parameters,” IEEE Transactions on Automation Science and Engineering, vol. 14, no. 1, pp. 299-313, January 2017.

[19] C. Meyer, Matrix Analysis and Applied Linear Algebra. Philadelphia, PA, USA: Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics, 2000.

[20] R. Marino and P. Tomei, “Robust adaptive state-feedback tracking for nonlinear systems,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 43, no. 1, pp. 84-89, January 1998.

[21] K. S. Narendra and A. M. Annaswamy, Stable Adaptive Systems. Englewood Cliffs, NJ, USA:

Prentice-Hall, 1989.

[22] B. Rivière, W. Hönig, Y. Yue, and S. Chung, “GLAS: global-to-local safe autonomy synthesis for multi-mobile-robot motion planning with end-to-end learning,” IEEE Robotics and Automation Letters, vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 4249–4256, July 2020.

[23] M. W. Spong, S. Hutchinson, and M. Vidyasagar, Robot Modeling and Control. Hoboken, NJ, USA: John Wiley & Sons, 2020.

[24] G. Song and G. Tao, “A partial-state feedback model reference adaptive control scheme,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 65, no. 1, pp. 44-57, January 2020.

[25] G. Tao, “Discrete-Time adaptive state tracking control schemes using gradient algorithms,” arXiv: 2308.02484 [eess.SY], 2023 (https://arxiv.org/abs/2308.02484).

[26] G. Tao, Adaptive Control Design and Analysis. Hoboken, NJ, USA: John Wiley & Sons, 2003.

[27] G. Tao, S. M. Joshi and X. Ma, “Adaptive state feedback and tracking control of systems with actuator failures,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 46, no. 1, pp. 78-95, January 2001.

[28] G. Tao and Y. Ling, “Parameter estimation for coupled multivariable error models,” International Journal of Adaptive Control and Signal Processing, vol. 13, no. 2, pp. 145–159, April 1999.

[29] G. Tao and Q. H. Zhao, “Koopman system approximation based optimal control of multiple robots—Part I: Concepts and formulations,” arXiv: 2305.03777 [eess.SY], 2023 (https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.03777).

[30] J. Wang, Q. Dai, D. Shen, X. Song, X. Chen, S. Huang, and D. Filev, “Multi-agent navigation with collision avoidance: game theory approach,” Ford Report 2020-X, October 2020.

[31] Z. Wang and D. Gu, “Cooperative target tracking control of multiple robots,” IEEE Transactions on Industrial Electronics, vol. 59, no. 8, pp. 3232-3240, August 2012.

[32] Q. H. Zhao and G. Tao, “Autonomous vehicle tracking and collision avoidance using adaptive control algorithms,” Proceedings of 2022 Systems and Information Engineering Design Symposium (SIEDS), pp. 387-392, Charlottesville, VA, 2022.

[33] Q. H. Zhao and G.Tao, “Koopman system approximation based optimal control of multiple robots—Part II: Simulations and evaluations,” arXiv: 2305.03778 [eess.SY], 2023 (https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.03778).