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DISCRETE FEEDBACK STABILIZATION OF SEMILINEAR
CONTROL SYSTEMS

LARS GRUNE

ABSTRACT. For continuous time semilinear control systems with con-
strained control values stabilizing discrete feedback controls are dis-
cussed. It is shown that under an accessibility condition exponential
discrete feedback stabilizability is equivalent to open loop exponential
asymptotic null controllability. A numerical algorithm for the computa-
tion of discrete feedback controls is presented and a numerical example
is discussed.

Keywords: Discrete feedback control, stabilization, semilinear control sys-
tems, Lyapunov exponents, discounted optimal control problems.

1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper we consider semilinear control systems of the form

i(t) = A(u(t)o(t), teR, z(0) =spc R\ {0}

u(-) €U :={u: R — U, measurable}, U C R™ compact (1.1)
where A : R™ — R%*? is Lipschitz in some open set containing U.

Control systems of this kind arise e.g. by linearization of nonlinear control
system at a common fixed point for all control functions. In the context of
this paper stabilization always means exponential asymptotic stability of
the origin.

The problem of stabilization of nonlinear control systems has been con-
sidered for a long time by various authors (see e.g. Bacciotti [1] for an
overview). During the last years also the more specific problem of stabi-
lization of semilinear systems — and especially of bilinear systems which are
covered by (1.1) — has attracted a great deal of attention.

Chabour et al. [5] present a Lyapunov function approach for this prob-
lem. Coller et al. [7] solve a minimum time problem in order to stabilize the
system (which is possible due to the special structure of their system). In
[14] stabilization is also reduced to an optimal control problem, here a dis-
counted optimal control problem is solved in order to approximate minimal
Lyapunov exponents. On the theoretical side e.g. Colonius and Kliemann
[10] describe the domain of exponential asymptotical null controllability of
bilinear systems, i.e. the set of points in R? that can be asymptotically con-
trolled to the origin exponentially fast. Although all these papers present
results on the stabilization of bilinear systems general feedback stabilization
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208 LARS GRUNE

techniques seem to be missing up to now. The results cited above make
either use of special structures of the systems considered or are focused on
open loop asymptotic null controllability rather than on feedbacks.

In this paper we will restrict ourselves to the case, where the system is
exponentially asymptotically null controllable by an open loop control for
each initial value zy € RY. The question that arises then is whether under
this condition there exists a feedback control such that the corresponding
closed loop system is exponentially stable. In general this is not possible by
using a continuous feedback law, cp. [2]. Hence we will use a more general
feedback concept which we will call discrete feedback controls.

In mathematical control theory discrete feedback controls have been inves-
tigated by various authors: Hermes [15], [16] makes use of this construction
under the name of modified feedback control applying Lie algebraic meth-
ods to the stabilization problem. Sontag applies the same idea using the
terminology sampled feedback or sample-and-hold control in connection with
nonlinear regulation [20] and also with stabilization using neural networks
[21] (the term “sampling” has its origin in engineering). A similar concept
can be found in the context of dynamic game theory (see e.g. Krasovskii
and Subbotin [18]); there the value of a game is defined via discrete control
functions (called step-by-step control) where the size of the discretization
step tends to 0. Inspired by this technique Clarke, Ledyaev, Sontag and
Subbotin show in a recent work [6] using Lyapunov functions that asymp-
totic controllability implies stabilizability of nonlinear control systems by
sampled feedbacks when the discretization step (or sampling rate) tends to
0.

The construction made in this paper is based on another concept intro-
duced by Lyapunov, namely the Lyapunov exponents. It has its origin in
the numerical considerations discussed in [14] which deal with the numerical
calculation of open loop control functions that control (1.1) asymptotically
to the origin. Like in many numerical algorithms a discretization of (1.1) is
needed in order to apply the algorithm from [14]. Hence it seems natural
to consider the discrete time system obtained from (1.1) by discretization
in time. The discrete feedback discussed here can then be interpreted as a
feedback for this discrete time system applied to the continuous time system.
In contrast to the result by Clarke et al. here we obtain stabilizability using
discrete feedback controls with fized discretization step size. Moreover we
will give a numerical algorithm to calculate the stabilizing discrete feedback
control.

The organization of this paper is as follows. In the second section we
will cite previous results on asymptotic null controllability of semilinear
control systems, define Lyapunov exponents and the discounted optimal
control problem and show the relation between these two concepts. The only
assumption that will be made on the system is an accessibility condition as
described in [17].

In the third section discrete feedback controls will be defined and it will
be shown that they are optimal control strategies for the discounted optimal
control problem and discrete time control systems.

Section 4 then applies this result to the stabilization problem. We will
show that exponential open loop asymptotic null controllability for all zy €
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DISCRETE FEEDBACK STABILIZATION OF SEMILINEAR CONTROL SYSTEMS 209

R? is equivalent to the existence of an exponentially stabilizing discrete
feedback.

In Section 5 a numerical algorithm for the computation of these stabilizing
discrete feedback controls is developed and finally in Section 6 a numerical
example is presented.

2. PROBLEM SETUP AND PRELIMINARY RESULTS

We consider semilinear control systems of the form

B(t) = A@w(®)z(t), tER,  (0) =z € B\ {0)

u(-) €U :=={u: R — U, measurable}, U C R™ compact 2.1)
where A : R™ — R%? ig Lipschitz in some open set containing U. Let
x(t,zp,u(-)) denote the solution of (2.1) for an initial value zy and a control
function u(-) € U.

In order to characterize the (open-loop) exponential behaviour of (2.1) we
define the Lyapunov exponent A(xg,u(:)) by

Azg,u(-)) := lim sup % In ||z(t, o, u(-))|], (2.2)

t—o00

and the infimal Lyapunov exponent with respect to the control by
A (z9) := inf A(zo,u(")). (2.3)
u(-)eU

The following assertion is an easy consequence from the definition of the
Lyapunov exponent:

For all zp € R?, zy # 0 there exists a control function wu.,(-) € U such
that x (¢, zg, us,(-)) converges to the origin exponentially fast if and only if
M*(zg) < 0 for all zo € R? \ {0}.

In the following we will restrict ourselves to the case \*(zp) < 0 for all
zp € R?\ {0} and turn to the question if this is also a (necessary and/or
sufficient) condition for the existence of a feedback controller that stabilizes
(2.1). Instead of using “classical” feedbacks we will define discrete feedback
controls and show that — under an accessibility condition — the existence of
an exponentially stabilizing discrete feedback control is equivalent to this
condition. Furthermore we will present a numerical algorithm to compute
discrete feedback controls.

In the rest of this section we will collect the facts known about semilinear
control systems.

As a consequence of the semilinear structure of (2.1) it follows that
AMz,u()) = A(:l:”;', u(-)). Hence for the analysis of the Lyapunov expo-
nents it is sufficient to consider (2.1) projected to the real projective space
P?=1. We will represent P%~! by the sphere S, where opposite points
—s and s are identified. Using the chain rule it is easy to verify that the

projected system s(t) := T E ;” can be written as
$(t) = h(s(t), u(t)),
where h(s, 1) = [A(u) — st A(u)s Id]s (24)

Let o(t,s0,u(-)) denote the solution of (2.4) with initial value sy € S¢~%
The Lyapunov exponent for any initial value zy € R? with sy = ﬁ can
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210 LARS GRUNE

then be expressed as (see also [9, Section 2])

Mo, u(-)) = limsup, o 7

o o

g(@(ta SOaU('))vu(t))dtv (25)
where g(s,u) = s'A(u)s.

The following assumption assures local accessibility of (2.4), i.e. that the
reachable set for any point up to any time ¢ > 0 has nonvoid interior (cp.
17).

Let L denote the Lie-algebra generated by the vector fields h(-,u), u € U.
Let Ay, denote the distribution generated by L in TP4~!, the tangent bundle
of P4=1. Assume that

dimAp(p) = dimP? ! =d—1 for all pe P4 L. (H)

Under this condition there exists a unique invariant control set C with
nonvoid interior of the projected system, i.e. a region of complete con-
trollability which no trajectory can leave. Furthermore for any two points
p1 € P47 py € int C there exists a control function Up, po () € U and a
time ¢ such that (¢, p1, up, p,(-)) = p2. (For a comprehensive analysis of the
controllability structure of projected semilinear systems see [8].) Using this
control up, ,,(-) for any € > 0 we can define a control function that steers
p1 to p2 and then realizes the minimal Lyapunov exponent for ps up to €.
This yields (cp. also [14, Proposition 2.6])

A(p1) < X(p2) -

Furthermore by symmetry A\* is constant on int C.
Putting this together yields that
F:= max M\'(xg
zocR4\ {0} (z0)
exists, £ is attained on intC and it holds that

X (z9) < 0 for all zo € R\ {0}

if and only if K <O. (2.6)

In order to construct a discrete feedback law we approximate (2.5) by a
discounted optimal value function vy with discount rate § defined by

06(30) = infu(-)EZ/l J5(807U’('))7

= (2.7)
where Js(so,u()) := [ e g(p(t, so,u(-)), u(t))dt.

0
The following results from [14, Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 2.11] are crucial
for this approximation.

THEOREM 2.1. Consider a semilinear system (2.1) and its projection (2.4)
satisfying (H). Then
1. dvg = X* uniformly on compact subsets of intC as § — 0.

2. sup dvs(s) = K asd — 0.
sepd-1

3. Let u(-) € U and o € R such that the following shift condition is
satisfied:

dJs(p(t,s,u(:)),u(t+-)) < a for all t > 0.
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DISCRETE FEEDBACK STABILIZATION OF SEMILINEAR CONTROL SYSTEMS 211
Then A\(s,u(-)) < a.

The proof of this theorem is essentially based on two arguments: In the
first step the relation between averaged functionals (which appear in the
definition of the Lyapunov exponent) and discounted functionals has to be
investigated. In the second step a controllability property similar to the one
cited above but in uniform time is used to obtain the assertions.

Theorem 2.1 states that the maximum (over all initial values) of the infi-
mal (over all control functions) Lyapunov exponents of (2.1) can be approx-
imated by a discounted optimal control problem on the projective space.
Furthermore any control function satisfying the shift condition as defined
in (iii) will yield a Lyapunov exponent smaller than or equal to « when
applied to (2.1). Hence the next section is devoted to the construction of
a discrete feedback law that yields approximately optimal solutions of (2.4)
with respect to (2.7).

3. DISCRETE FEEDBACK CONTROL

We will now give the definition of discrete feedback control.

DEFINITION 3.1. (Discrete feedback control) A discrete feedback control for
the system (2.1) is a function F : R? — U in connection with a time step
h > 0 that is applied to (2.1) via

where [r] denotes the largest integer less or equal r € R.

REMARK 3.2. The following interpretation gives the motivation for the name
“discrete feedback”. For a given time step h > 0 and constant control values
u € U denote by G : RY x U — R? the solution of (2.1) at the time &, i.e.
G(zo,u) := x(h, 2o, u). This defines a discrete time control system via

ziy1 = Gz, w;),  (u;)ien € UM, (3.1)

The discrete feedback as defined in Definition 3.1 can now be interpreted as
a feedback for the discrete time system (3.1).

In particular this interpretation shows that for any discrete feedback F'
and any initial value zy € R? there exists a unique solution which will be
denoted by xp(t,x¢). Note that no regularity conditions on F' — not even
continuity — are necessary in order to obtain existence and uniqueness of the
corresponding solution. We will also consider discrete feedbacks Fp for the
projected system; the corresponding solutions are again unique and will be
denoted by ¢, (t, so).

System (3.1) corresponds to (2.1) where only control functions uy, constant
on intervals with uniform length A > 0 are admissible. This system can
also be projected to P9~!. We will now investigate how the value of w;
(corresponding to the projected system) changes if we restrict ourselves to
this class of control functions. Define

Up = {up : R = U |u|jp,(i41)n) = const}
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212 LARS GRUNE

and

ol (s) :== inf Js(s,u(-)). (3.2)
u(-)EUp,
A basic property of the optimal value functions of discounted optimal control
problems is Bellman’s optimality principle (see e.g. [19, Theorem 1.2]): For
all 7 > 0 it holds that

T

vsle) = i 0/ g (p(t, 5, u()), w(0)dt + e us(i(r,5,u().

The value function vg satisfies a similar equation which is proved similar to
[3, Proposition 1.1]. It holds that

h

(o) = inf [[e gliolt, .0t + e Pl (o(r,s, )

0
The main difference between these two equalities lies in the fact that in
the second one control values instead of control functions are considered.
The following theorem shows the convergence for h — 0.
THEOREM 3.3. Consider the control system (2.4) and the optimal value
functions vy and vg. Then

lvs — v lloo < Ch>

where C > 0 is some constant, v = % for 6 < Ly and Ly, is the Lipschitz
constant of h from (2.4) with respect to s. Furthermore v and v(’; are Hoelder
continuous with exponent vy.
PROOF: Similar to [4, Theorem 4.1], where we use the metric on S%!
induced by the norm on R%. [l
REMARK 3.4. Under stronger assumptions on the system (i.e. control affine
systems, convex control range U) it is possible to obtain the same estimate
with v instead of %, see [12, Section 5].

The discrete feedback can now be constructed as follows:
DEFINITION 3.5. Fix A > 0 and define Fp : P4~! — U by: For every s €
P4=1 choose a value u € U such that

h

[ ¢ gttt s .t + ¢ Ml (o(h s, w)
0
becomes minimal and let Fp(s) := u.

The function Fp from the definition above may not be unique, however
the existence of a control value Fp(s) with the desired property is always
guaranteed by the continuity of ¢, vg’ and u — ¢(h, s,u) and the compactness
of U.

A discrete feedback for the nonprojected system (2.1) can easily be derived
from Fp by defining F(z) := Fp(z/||z]|).

The following theorem shows that this discrete feedback is indeed an
optimal control strategy for v(’;.
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DISCRETE FEEDBACK STABILIZATION OF SEMILINEAR CONTROL SYSTEMS 213

THEOREM 3.6. Consider the system (2.4) and the optimal value function
vg. Let Fp be the discrete feedback from Definition 3.5. Then for any initial
value sy € P41 it holds that

O/Ooeétg(m»(t, 50), Fe(ors ([ﬂ h, so>))dt = vl (s0).

PROOF: Abbreviate

o) = [ e Sators o0, Feon (e
0

Then the identity

h
K(so) = /eétg(wﬂ»(t, 50), Fe(s0))dt + ¢ " K (o5 (h, 50))
0 (3.3)
is obvious. On the other hand by the definition of Fp it holds that
h
oo) = nf [ e gllt 0,00t + & Pofp(r,s0,u)
0
h

= / efatg(go(t, 50, Fp(s0)), Fp(so))dt
0

+ e Ml (p(7, 5, Fis(s0))). (3.4)
Subtracting (3.4) from (3.3) yields

K (50) = v§(s0)] = €™ K (053 (hy 50)) — 08 (¢r (R, 50)))|
which implies
sup | K (s) — vg(s)] < e " sup [K(s) — v (s)]-
selP sl
This implies the assertion since e " < 1. [

COROLLARY 3.7. For any € > 0 there exists h > 0 such that the solution
wrs(t, s0) corresponding to the discrete feedback from Definition 3.5 satisfies

| / oliors(t,50), FeCors (| 1] Bosw )t = vs(on)| <

for all sy € P41,
PrOOF: Follows immediately from Theorem 3.3 and Theorem 3.6. i

This corollary states that a discrete feedback can be used to obtain ap-
proximately optimal solutions for the discounted optimal control problem.
REMARK 3.8. Although for application and numerical analysis the discrete
feedback control has very nice features (as shown in the next sections), from
the mathematical point of view it would nevertheless be interesting to know
the properties of the closed loop system

T = A(F(x))x.
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Since F' is typically discontinuous the existence and uniqueness of trajec-
tories is not clear. It is also not known whether this system preserves the
optimality properties of the discrete feedback system.

Clearly this question leads to the problem of the existence of optimal feed-
back controls for discounted optimal control problems. If one uses dynamic
programming in order to obtain optimal open loop control functions up(-)
it has been shown that for A — 0 there exists at least a weakly convergent
subsequence uy,, (-) for h, — 0, see [4, Theorem 5.1]. It is still an open ques-
tion whether a similar construction can be obtained for the optimal feedback
control.

4. STABILIZATION USING DISCRETE FEEDBACK CONTROL

In this section we will apply the discrete feedback as defined in the pre-
vious section to the stabilization problem. Theorem 2.1 (ii) and Corollary
3.7 imply that for any € > 0 there exists h > 0 and a discrete feedback such
that

5/(( o otor, [ bt <

Hence it remains to show that the corresponding trajectories also satisfy the
shift property to meet the assumption of Theorem 2.1 (iii).

LEMMA 4.1. Assume there exists h > 0, a discrete feedback Fp and a con-
stant a € R such that

o0

0/6_&9(%%(75, $0), Fie (o re ([ﬂ h, 30)))6175 <a

for all sy € P41,
Then there exists a constant B > 0 independent of h such that for oll T > 0
it holds that

o0
t
/eé(tT)g(QDFP(ta s0), Fp(or, ([ﬁ] h, 80) ))dt < o+ Bh.

ProOOF: For T' = ih, ¢ € N the assertion follows directly from the assump-
tion. For arbitrary T > 0 observe that g(s,u) is bounded by a constant M,.
Choosing 0 < 7 < h such that 7'+ 7 = ¢h for some ¢ € N it follows that

Z gl 1 50) e ([ 1] oo )

TH1

- T/ e ° D g(pp(t, 50), Fo(pr, ([ﬂ h, 30>))dt

_S(t— t
N R (T
T+T7
< TMg+67‘STa.
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DISCRETE FEEDBACK STABILIZATION OF SEMILINEAR CONTROL SYSTEMS 215

Now the assertion follows by Taylor expansion of e % since 7 < h (note

that @ may be negative). i
Now we have collected all the facts to prove the following theorem about
the existence of stabilizing discrete feedbacks.

THEOREM 4.2. Consider a semilinear control system (2.1) satisfying (H).
Then for any € > 0 there exists a h' > 0 such that for any h < h' there
exists a discrete feedback F : R? — U such that

1
lim sup 7 In||zp(t,zo)|| <K +e.

t—o00

PROOF: Using Theorem 2.1(ii) and Corollary 3.7 it follows that there exists
h" > 0 such that for any h < h” there exists a discrete feedback Fp that
satisfies the assumptions of Lemma 4.1 with « = & 4+ /2. Choosing h' < h"
sufficiently small Lemma 4.1 with A < A’ yields the assumption of Theorem
2.1 (iii) with @ = K + e. Now the assertion follows by defining F(z) :=
Fe(a/ |2l

In particular we obtain a result about exponential stabilization of semi-
linear control systems with discrete feedback:

THEOREM 4.3. Consider a semilinear control system (2.1) satisfying (H).
Then there exists a h > 0 and a discrete feedback that steers (2.1) to the
origin exponentially fast for all initial values zo € R\ {0} if and only if
X (z9) < 0 for all zg € R?\ {0}.
ProOOF: “=": The existence of a discrete feedback immediately implies the
existence of a measurable open loop control for any initial value zq € R?
steering (2.1) to the origin exponentially fast. Hence A\*(zp) < 0 is implied.
“e”: Assume \*(xg) < 0 for all zg € R? \ {0}. Then (2.6) implies & < 0
and hence there exists € > 0 such that K +¢ < 0. Now by Theorem 4.2 there
exists a discrete feedback with the desired properties. [l

REMARK 4.4. Note that the equivalence (2.6) plays an important role in
the proof of this theorem: It prevents the existence of a sequence (z;)ien
such that A*(z;) 0. In this case the conclusion used in the second part of
the proof would not be possible.

5. NUMERICAL CALCULATION OF THE DISCRETE FEEDBACK

The numerical method proposed follows the ideas described in [14] which
are based on a discretization scheme by I. Capuzzo Dolcetta, H. Ishii and
M. Falcone [4], [11] and [3]. However, in order to construct the discrete
feedback control and ensure convergence we have to modify this algorithm.
Some of the ideas presented here have also been investigated by M. Falcone
and R. Ferretti [12] in the case of large discount rates.

In fact three steps of discretization apply here:

(i) The measurable control functions in U are replaced by the piecewise
constant control functions in U, with uniform step size h.
(ii) The integral

/ 67679(90(7-7 S, Up, ())7 uh(T))dT
0

Esam: Cocv, SEPTEMBER 1996, VoL. 1, PP. 207-224



216 LARS GRUNE

is replaced by
o0
b Bg(e(ih, s,un(-)), un(ih))
i=0
with 3 =1 — 6h.
(iii) The trajectory o(t,s,up(-)) of the system is replaced by a numerical
approximation @; (s, up(+)).

The discretization error of the first step has already been stated in Theo-
rem 3.3. In the next two lemmas we will investigate the rates of convergence
for the discretization of the integration.

LEMMA 5.1. Let 6 >0 and h > 0. Let g: R — R be a real valued function
bounded by My and Lipschitz on each interval [ih, (i + 1)h), i € Ny with
Lipschitz constant Ly. Then

% 00 sh
—ot —ohi (1. e’ (Lg + 0M,)
|/e O O:e fo(hi)] < ROy,
0 =

PROOF: For t1,t, € [ih, (i + 1)h), i € Ny it holds that

e g(th) — e "2 g(t))|
< e Mg(th) —e"2g(ty)| + e *2g(t) — e g(t)|
< (OMy + Ly)|ty — to.
This implies for all 7 € [ih, (i + 1)h), i € Ny
(i+1)h
| / e~Og(t)dt — he ™7 g(1)| < e (L, + GM,)h?
th

and hence

\8

| [ e g(t)dt —h> e M g(hi)
=0

e M (Ly + 5 My)h?

IN

S
Il
o

dh

. e (Ly + 6M,)

J

IN

e (Ly + dMy,)hdt = h.

[

LEMMA 5.2. Let f:=1—3dh. Under the assumptions of Lemma 5.1 it holds
that

o0 o0
1) e g(ih) — Y Big(ih)| < CMgh
=0 =0

for a constant C > 0.
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DISCRETE FEEDBACK STABILIZATION OF SEMILINEAR CONTROL SYSTEMS 217

Proor: It holds that

o0 o0
. . 1 1
—8ih (- .
|h§6 "g(ih) — h;ﬁzg(zh)l < ‘hMg (m - %> ‘
—0h
e " — (1 —0h)

= |hM,
‘ ? 0h(1 - emoh) ‘

< [hM,C|

where the last inequality is seen by Taylor expansion of e=%". [l

These two lemmas show that the discretization error for the integration
is of linear order in h.

We will now turn to the approximation of the trajectories by a numerical
algorithm. For this purpose we assume that for any control function uy(-) €
Uy, the function ¢;(s, ) is a numerical approximation of the continuous time
trajectory satisfying

|¢1(s,un(-)) — @(h, s,un ()l < e(h)h (5.1)
with e(h) \ 0 as h — 0 and
1@i(s1,un(-)) = @ils2, un ()| < e"™[lsy — so (5.2)

for all i € N, s,51,50 € P¥ 1, all uy(-) € Uy, and a constant L > 0. In
the numerical analysis of ordinary differential equations these are the two
standard conditions consistency and Lipschitz continuity. If e(h) = O(hP)
for some p € N the scheme is called consistent with order p. By induction
one can prove that these assumptions imply

e(h)

@i (s, un(-)) = @(ih, s,un ()] < T(BLM —1). (5.3)

The following result shows what happens in the third step when the original
system with piecewise constant control functions is approximated by this
numerical algorithm.

THEOREM 5.3. Let 0 > 0 and @;(s,un(-)) be a numerical approzimation of
the continuous time system satisfying (5.1)-(5.8). Let

T3 (s,un(-) == by Bg(@ils,un(), un(ih)), 5 (s) = (ir)lfu T3 (s, un(-)
i=0 r(*)EUR

and let vg be the optimal value function from (3.2). Then f)g 1s Hoelder
continuous with exponent v and

|05 (s) = 85 (s)| < C(e(h)" + h)

for all s € P41 with v = % and C = O(%) for 6§ < L.

PROOF: Follows immediately using [4, Lemma 4.1] and the preceding lem-
mas. i

The value function f)g’ is still defined for every point s € P4~!. For the
numerical calculation we have to restrict ourselves to a finite set of points
in P! ie. using a suitable parametrization of P! we have to compute
an approximation on a grid covering some  C R¢~!. This approximation

Esam: Cocv, SEPTEMBER 1996, VoL. 1, PP. 207-224
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can be calculated e.g. as described in [11], [14] or [13]. We will now assume
that v§ gives such an approximation for 17(’; satisfying

[08(s) — ol (s)| < n for all s € P4~L (5.4)
and use ¢§ in order to construct an approximately optimal feedback law for
the discrete time system.
LEMMA 5.4. Let Fp: P* Y — U be a discrete feedback law such that

hy(s, Fp(s)) + B (@i(s, Fe(s))) = minthg(s, u) + B05 (Pi(s, u))}

holds for every s € P11, Let ‘»515]pi(3) denote the corresponding solution
using this discrete feedback and the numerical approximation of the trajec-
tories. Then

(0.0
o o i 2 _
||hzﬁlg(gol;ﬁw(s),FP(QDFP,i(s)) — 0§ (z)| < % for all s € Pt

PROOF: Property (5.4) yields that
53 (s) = hg(w, Fp(s)) + Big (&g, ;(s)) + 2e(s)

for all s € P41 where |5(s)] < 7. This immediately implies the asser-

tion. D
The following proposition gives an estimate for the error made when the

discrete feedback law Fp is applied to (2.4) according to Definition 3.1.

PROPOSITION 5.5. The solutions <,015P(t, s) according to the discrete feedback
from Lemma 5.4 satisfy for all s € P4—1

IhZﬁz (i, 5), Pl (ih, ) — ()] < 20 + 0O

PROOF: Abbreviate

K(s):=h) (o (ih, s), Fe (o, (ih, 9)).
i=0

From the construction of the control it follows that
2(s) = hg(s, Fp(s)) + Bok(¢1(s, Fr(s))) + 2n(s)
where |n(s)| < n. On the other hand it holds that

K (s) = hy(s, Fp(s)) + BK (o(h, s, Fp(s))).
Putting these two equations together yields

K (s) ~ 3 ()]
= BIK(plh,s, Fo(s)) - (5

i 6 (@1(s, Fi(s))) + 2n(s)|
< BIK(p(h, s, Fi(s))) — 9y

P1
(hy s, Fp(s)))| + 21 + C(he(h))?

and the assertion follows. [l
To obtain the main theorem we simply have to put together the estimates
of this section.

Esam: Cocv, SEPTEMBER 1996, VoL. 1, PP. 207-224



DISCRETE FEEDBACK STABILIZATION OF SEMILINEAR CONTROL SYSTEMS 219

THEOREM 5.6. Consider the projected system (2.4) and the optimal value
function v(’; from (3.2). Let h > 0 be a given time step. Then for every
e > 0 there exists n > 0 and €(h) > 0 such that the discrete feedback Fp
from Lemma 5.4 satisfies

t

[ ot 6., el ([5] #os ) e =k <
0

for all s € PV and the results from Section 4 also apply to Fp.

PROOF: Follows from Lemma 5.1, Lemma 5.2, Theorem 5.3 and Proposition
5.5. i

REMARK 5.7. Using the results from Section 4 it follows from this theorem
that for any accessible semilinear system that is open loop exponentially
asymptotically null controllable a stabilizing discrete feedback can be com-
puted numerically. The main limitation for practical purposes lies in the
numerical effort that is necessary to obtain sufficiently accurate solutions of
the related optimal value functions — especially in higher dimensions.

REMARK 5.8. The accuracy ¢(h) from (5.1) needed for the numerical ap-
proximation of the trajectories strongly depends on the continuity properties
of 6(’}. This is easily seen by looking at the second error term in estimate
(5.5).

In particular if 17(’5’ is Lipschitz, (i.e. v = 1), a first order method for the
calculation of ¢; (i.e. e(h) = O(h)) is sufficient to obtain convergence.
Although Lipschitz continuity of 17(’5’ could be observed in many numerical
examples even for small § > 0, up to now it is not clear if this property can
be proved analytically.

6. A NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

In this section we will apply the numerical algorithm to a four-dimensional
system (cp. [22]). This semilinear control system consists of two linear
oscillators (in the (x1, z2) plane and in the (z3, x4) plane, respectively) that
are coupled by the control term.

$'1 0 1 0 0 Il
g2 | | -1—-u 0.2 —u 0 T2
$'3 - 0 0 0 1 T3
g —u/vV2 0 —2—u/V2 —02V2 T4

Note that for the given choice of parameters the matrix A(u) has only eigen-
values with positive real parts for all v € [—0.6,0.6]. Hence for any constant
control function u(-) = u € [—0.6,0.6] the system is unstable. Furthermore
[2, Theorem 1 (i)] implies that there is no continuous feedback law stabilizing
the system.

The following figures show some trajectories for this system by their pro-
jection into the (x1, z3) plane. The arrows indicate the direction of the
trajectories.

The Figures (1) — (3) show some trajectories for constant control values.
Figure (4) and Figure (5) show trajectories of the system stabilized by a
discrete feedback for different initial values. The Lyapunov exponent of
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these trajectories is -0.052 which is even smaller than the approximation
of & by 0v§ which is -0.03. This means that the numerical approximation
still contains some significant error; nevertheless the accuracy is sufficient
to calculate a stabilizing discrete feedback.

All trajectories have been computed using the extrapolation method for
ordinary differential equations by Stoer and Bulirsch [23, Section 7.2.14].
The discretization of the trajectory ¢ for the numerical calculation of the
discrete feedback has been done by the Euler method, which was sufficiently
accurate since the value function is Lipschitz, cp. Remark 5.8. The pa-
rameters of the discretization were 6 = h = 0.01 and the approximation o§
of 17(’; has been computed as described in [14] on an equidistant grid with
8000 nodes. It turned out that for the stabilization it is sufficient to use the
extremal control values u = —0.6 and u = 0.6.
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FIGURE 1. Trajectory for u =0, 2o = (1 1 0.1 0.1)7
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FIGURE 2. Trajectory for u = —0.6, zo = (1 1 0.1 0.1)T
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FIGURE 3. Trajectory for u = 0.6, o = (1 1 0.1 0.1)7
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FIGURE 4. Trajectory with discrete feedback, U=[—0.6, 0.6],
o= (1101017
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FIGURE 5. Trajectory with discrete feedback, U=[—0.6,0.6],
zo= (0.1 0.1 1 1)T
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