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Multi-Parametric Extremum Seeking-based Auto-Tuning for Robust Input-Output

Linearizatio

n Control

Mouhacine Benosman

Abstract— We study in this paper the problem of iterative feedback
gains tuning for a class of nonlinear systems. We consider put-
Output linearizable nonlinear systems with additive uncetainties. We
first design a nominal Input-Output linearization-based catroller that
ensures global uniform boundedness of the output tracking reor
dynamics. Then, we complement the robust controller with a rodel-free
multi-parametric extremum seeking (MES) control to iteratively auto-tune
the feedback gains. We analyze the stability of the whole ctmoller, i.e.
robust nonlinear controller plus model-free learning algaithm. We use
numerical tests to demonstrate the performance of this metbd on a
mechatronics example.

|. INTRODUCTION
Input-Output feedback linearization with static statedfesck is

a very well known nonlinear control approach, which has been

extensively used to solve trajectory tracking for nonlinsgstems
[1]. Its robust version has also been extensively studieg, [€],
[3], [4], [5]. The main approaches proposed, either combifiaear
robust controller with the linearization controller to &he some
robustness w.r.t. to structural model uncertainties andsun@ble
disturbances, e.g. [4] and references therein, or use hajhsg
observers to estimate the input disturbance and use thuatin
to compensate for the disturbance and recover some pericema
of the feedback linearization controller, e.g.[2]. In thi®rk we
focus on specific problem for Input-Output feedback lineaion
control, namely, iterative feedback gains tuning.

Indeed, the use of learning algorithm to tune feedback gafns
nominal linear controllers to achieve some desired perfmces
has been studied in several papers, e.g. [6], [7], [8], [@]tHis

work, we try to extend these approaches to a more generaigett

of uncertain nonlinear systems (refer to [10] for prelinmneesults).
We consider here a particular class of nonlinear systentaglya
nonlinear models affine in the control input, which are lizgble

systems studied here and formulate the control problem aticse
[ The proposed control approach together with the cldsep
dynamic solutions boundedness are presented in Seclid®eistion
[Vlis dedicated to the application of the controller to a méracs
example. Finally the paper ends with a summarizing conatugi
Sectior[V].

Il. NOTATIONS AND DEFINITIONS

Throughout the paper we will usg| to denote the Euclidean
norm; i.e., forz € R™ we have|z| = vzTz. We will use the
notationsdiag{mi, ..., m» } for nxn diagonal matrixz (i) denotes
the ith element of the vectot. We use(:) for the short notation
of time derivative andf (¢) for L8 afaz(V) denotes the
maximum element of a vectdr, and sgn(.) denotes for the sign
function. We denote b@* functions that aré: times differentiable,
and byC* a smooth function. A function is said analytic in a given
set, if it admits a convergent Taylor series approximatiorsome
neighborhood of every point of the set. An impulsive dynahic
system is said to be well-posed if it has well defined distinct
resetting times, admits a unique solution over a finite fodaéme
interval and does not exhibits any Zeno solutions, i.e. dinitaly
many resetting of the system in finite time interval [13]. &y, in
the sequel when we talk about error trajectories boundsdves
mean uniform boundedness as defined in [11] (p.167, Definiié
) for nonlinear continuous systems, and in [13] (p. 67, D&bni
2.12) for time-dependent impulsive dynamical systems.

Ill. PROBLEM FORMULATION

A. Class of systems

We consider here affine uncertain nonlinear systems of ttm: fo

via static state feedback. We consider bounded additiveemod

uncertainties with known upper bound function. We propose
simple modular iterative gains tuning controller, in thexse that

&= J(2) + Af(2) + g(@)u, 2(0) = o

2 y = h(z),

@

we first design a passive robust controller, based on thesiclaswherex € R™,u € R,y € R™ (n, > m), represent respectively

cal Input-Output linearization method merged with a Lyapun
reconstruction-based control, e.g. [11], [12]. This passiobust
controller ensures uniform boundedness of the trackingrermnd
their convergence to a given invariant set. Next, in a seqivabe
we add a multi-variable extremum seeking algorithm to tieety
auto-tune the feedback gains of the passive robust costradl
optimize a desired system performance, which is formulated
terms of a desired cost function minimization.

the state, the input and the controlled output vectesds a known
initial condition, A f (z) is a vector field representing additive model
uncertainties. The vector field§ Af, columns ofg and function
h satisfy the following assumptions.
Assumption 1: f : R™ — R™ and the columns ofj : R" —
R™*" areC* vector fields on a bounded sat of R™ and h(x)
is aC> function onX. The vector fieldA f(z) is C' on X.
Assumption 2: System [(IL) has a well-defined (vector) relative

This paper is organized as follows: First, some notationd ardegree{r1,...,rm} at each pointz° € X, and the system is

definitions are recalled in Secti@d Il. Next, we present ths< of
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linearizable, i.e)"'_1" ri = n (see e.g. [1]).

Assumption 3: The uncertainty vectorAf is s.t. |Af(z)| <
d(z) Yz € X, whered X — R is a smooth nonnegative
function.
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Assumption 4: The desired output trajectorieg, are smooth Denoting the tracking error vector as(t) = yi(t) — yiy(t), we
functions of time, relating desired initial pointgo at¢ = 0 to  obtain the tracking error dynamics
desired final pointgy;; att = ty, and s.t.ya(t) = yif, Vt >

(ri) i (ri—1) i _ P
bty >0, € {1, m). (1) + K e VW) + o+ Kiealt) =0, i = 1,.com, (8)

B. Control objectives and by tuning the gain&, i = 1,...,m, j = 1,...,r; such that
all the polynomials in[{B) are Hurwitz, we obtain global aptotic
ensures for the uncertain modél (1) uniform boundedness of Siability of the tracking error:;(t), i = 1,..m, to zero. To

tracking error, and for which the stabilizing feedback gaector ~formalize this condition let us state the following assuiomt
K is iteratively auto-tuned, to optimize a desired perforoganost ~ ASSumption 6: We assume that there exist a nonempty /Sedf

Our objective is to design a feedback controliér:, K'), which

function. gainsK}, i=1,....m, 7 = 1,...,7;, such that the polynomials
We stress here that the goal of the gain auto-tuning is nbtlize @) are Hurwitz. _ _ _
tion but rather performance optimization. To achieve thistml Remark 2: Assumption[® is well know in the Input-Output

objective, we proceed as follows: We design a ‘passive’ sbbu linearization control literature. It simply states that wan find

controller which ensures boundedness of the tracking elypam- ~ 9ains that stabilize the polynomialgl (8), which can be dooe f

ics, and we combine it with a model-free learning algorithon t €xample by pole placements.

iteratively (resting from the same initial condition at bateration) ~Next, if we consider thai\b(¢) # 0 in (), the global asymptotic

auto-tune the feedback gains of the controller, and opéiroiziine  Stability of the error dynamics will not be guarantied anyedue

a desired performance cost function. to the additive error vectof\b(&), we then choose to use Lyapunov
reconstruction technique (e.g. [12]) to obtain a controdlasuring

IV. CONTROLLER DESIGN practical stability of the tracking error. This controllisrpresented

A. Step one: Passive robust control design in the following Theorem.
Under Assumption 2 and nominal conditions, iAf = 0, Theorem 1. Consider the systeni](1) for any, € R™, under
system[(ll) can be written as [1]: Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6, with the feedback controller
y () = b(E(1)) + AED)u(b), @ =AWt E) — (&) — ATHE(GE )k da(e),
_ T
Where " - 07 ﬁ(UTSL)i (;(5217(7(:);971)) (”*1)) KZ( )
- ” o Vsi = Yi — B (Yi —Yi = e B8V = Yig)-
s 2 GO,y @) ‘ ‘ )
£(t) = (¢ (t)7~~~7€”:(?22)7 4 Where, K} € K, j = 1,.,ri, i = 1,..,m, and & =
&)= (wi(t),-- -,y (t), 1<i<m, (5517 -+ 3oty )» V = 2" Pz, P> 0 such thatPA + A" P =
andb, A write as functions off, g, h, and A is non-singular inX  —I, with A being ann x n matrix defined as
([1], pp. 234-288). 0.1.0 0
At this point we introduce one more assumption on the system. 0’0’ 1’6 """"""""""""""""" ’ 0
Assumption 5: We assume that the additive uncertainti®g in Py ’
() appear as additive uncertainties in the linearized m@je (3), .
as follows K = KH,0, i, ,0
Y = () + Ab(&) + A(O)u, (4) A= : . (10)
where Ab is C' on X, and s.t|Ab(¢)| < da(€) V€ € X, where 0, e L 0,1,0, e, .0
d» : X — R is a smooth nonnegative function, add is the 0, oo, 0,0,1, e, .0
image of the setX by the diffeomorphismz — £ between the
states of[(IL) and{2).
(R 0, =K, . —K™

Remark 1: Assumption[b, can be ensured under the so-called
matching conditions ([14], p. 146).

- i ) ] andz = (2',..,2™7T, 2' = (es,...,e]"™ "), i = 1,...,m. Then,
If we consider the nominal moddll(2) first, we can define a wgirtu

- €5

the vectorz is uniformly bounded and reached the positive invariant

input vectorv as setS={z € R"[1—k |2 >0,
b(E(t)) + A(E())u(t) = v(t). (5) Proof: The proof has been removed due to space constraints. It will

appear in a longer journal version of this work.
Combining [2) and[{5), we obtain the linear (virtual) Ingitxtput PP ger

mapping B. Iterative tuning of the feedback gains

y (1) = o(b). © _
. o In Theoren{lL, we showed that the passive robust contrdl)er (9
Based on the linear systeifi] (6), we propose the stabilizifgubu |eads to bounded tracking errors attracted to the invariats

feedback for the nominal systefl (4) withb(¢) = 0, as for a given choice of the feedback gaits!, j = 1,...,74, i =
Unom = A7HE) (Ws(t,€) — b(E)), Vs = (Vst, ey Usim) T 1,...,m. Next, to iteratively tune the feedback gains Bf (9), we
vur = yif[i) — K (gD - yif[ifl)) — = Ki(yi — yiy), defing a de.sired. cost function, and uge a multi-.v.ari.ableeB.Mm
ie{l,..,m}. seeking to iteratively auto-tune the gains and minimizedégned

(7)  cost function. We first denote the cost function to be minéediz



as Q(z(B)) where 3 represents the optimization variables vector, Theorem 2: Consider the systeni](1) for any, € R™, under

defined as Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6, with the feedback controller
— [SKY, . 6K, SKT L SK™ ST (10) “HE) (vs (1,€) — b)) — ATH(E)(BE,, ) k(1) da(e),
k > O Vs = (Vs1, ... vsm)T,
such that the updated feedback gains write as vsi(t,€) = 0. — Kt )(yz(“ D gty -

. . . L —Kl( )( yld)7 i = 17 sy M
K = K _pomina + 0K, j=1,..ri, i =1,...,m. 12) 17)

k = knominal + 0k, Knominar >0 Where, the state vector is reset following the resettingdéii ;) =

_ zo, I € {1,2,...}, the desired trajectory vector is rest following
where K, ominais J = 1,..ri, i = 1,...,m are the nominal Gig(t) = yaa(t — (I = 1)tg), (I— )ty <t < Ity IT€{1,2,..},
initial values of the feedback gains chosen such that Assomp andK;? (t) €K, j=1,...ri, i =1,..., m are piecewise continues
(5) is satisfied. gains switched at each iteratiah I € {1,2,...}, following the

Remark 3. The choice of the cost functio is not unique. For update law

instance, if the controller tracking performance at theetispecific ) ) )
instantsIty, I =1,2,3... is important for the targeted application Kj(t) = K}L‘;nommal +0K;(t)

(see the example presented in Secldn V). one can chgcae S (t) = OK((I = 1)ty), (I =)ty <t < Ity,
k;(t) = knominal + 5k(t), knominat >0
Q(2(B)) = 2" (Ity)Crz(Ity), Ci >0 (13) O6k(t) = 6k((I —1)ty), (I =ty <t <Ity, I=1,2,3...

(18)
If other performance needs to be optimized over a finite tim&here 5K;,5.k. are given b_y [(15)3 E_:"6) and whereas the rest
interval, for instance a combination of a tracking perfoncmand Of the coefficients are defined similarly to Theordth 1. Then,
a control power performance, then one can choose for exatngle the obtained closed-loop impulsive time-dependent dyoasys-

cost function tem (1), [1%), [(IB), [(T7) and(18), is well posed, the tragkin
I error z is uniformly bounded, and is steered at each iteration
121y 12(t o)ty 2U ) owards the positive invariant sef; = {z € -
=J; f)f t)C dt+f( je, ul (O)Cou(t)dt I towards th itive invariant se$ R" 1
171,2,3. Ci, O2>O kr |9%,.,1 > 0} kr = Bi(n + 1), where g; is the
(14)  value of g at the Ith iteration. Furthermore|Q(B(Its)) —
The gains variation vectop is then used to minimize the cost Q(5*)| < @2(8_[1) + > agi? +ai?), O1, O3 >
function @@ over the iterationd € {1,2,3,...}. i=lmj=l,.ri 7
0, for I — oo, wherewo, = Ma:c(le SWEm W),

Following multi-parametric extremum seeking theory [15he

variations of the gains are defined as and ) satisfies Assumption§] 7] 8 arld 9. Whereln the vec-

tor S remains bounded over the iterations si3((I +

:cK; = aK;sin(wK;t - 5)Q(2(B)) Dty) — BUts)| < 0-5tha$(aK%27 o axm ?,a7)0 +
6Kj(t) =zpi(t)+agisin(wgit+5), j=1,..ri, i=1,..,m tfwo\/ > aK;;Q +ax?, I € {1,2,..}, and sat-
. . J - J J i=1,..., m j=1,..., T
wlf_aksm(wkt_?)Q(zw)) isfies asymptotically the bounds(It;) — B < 2 +
Ok(t) = xx(t) + arsin(wit + 5), 0
(15) > a2+ ax?, ©1 >0, for I — co.
i=1,...m j=1,...,7i I
where agi j=1,. i = 1,...,m, aj are positive tuning " N

Proof: The proof has been removed due to space constraints. It will
appear in a longer journal version of this work.
Remark 4: In Theorem 2, we show that in each iterationthe
(16)  tracking error vectorz is directed toward the invariant se;.
However, due to the finite time-interval length of each iteration,
with w; > w*, Vw; € {"JK% we, j=1,.m0, i=1,..m}, w* W€ cannot guaranty that the vecterentersS; in each iteration
large enough (unless we are in the trivial case whetg € S;). All what we

To study the stability of the learning-based controlle, éontroller  guaranty is that the vector noria| starts from a bounded value

(@), with the varying gaind(12) anf{15), we first need toddtrce |z0| and remains bounded during the iterations with an uppendbou
some additional Assumptions. which can be estimated as function |efi| by using the bounds of

the quadratic Lyapunov functionig;, I = 1,2, ..., i.e. a uniform
boundedness result ([13], p 6, def. 2.12).

In the next section we propose to illustrate this approachaon
mechatronics system.

parameters and

w1 + wa 750.)3, for wq 7£<.U2 750.)3,
Vw1, ws,ws € {wK},wk, g=1..r, i= 1,...,m},

Assumption 7: We assume that the cost functigh has a local
minimum atg*.

Assumption 8: We consider that the initial gain vectg® is
sufficiently close to the optimal gain vector .

Assumption 9: The cost function is analytic and its variation with
respect to the gains is bounded in the neighborhoogdofi.e.
138 (B)] < ©2, ©2 >0, 3 € V(B"), whereV(5") denotes a g apply here the method presented above to the case of
compact neighborhood of". electromagnetic actuators.

We can now state the following result. System modellingFollowing [16], [17], we consider the following

V. THE CASE OF ELECTROMAGNETIC ACTUATORS



nonlinear model for electromagnetic actuators %uﬂ = d2(za,2q). Let us define the tracking error vector

Pa i z = (21, 22, 23) = (Ta — Trefs T — Trefy Ta — Tref)’, Where
m=yz* = k(zo —za) — 0l = = 30taa)? . _ dzpeg(t) @y (t)
- o wi an, T (19)  dpef = —5—=, andi,.; = —5—. Next, using Theorerfl 1,
u=Ri+ -G — (bFea)? ar @ © =Fa ST, we can write the following robust passive controller
where, z, represents the armature position physically constrained m(b+za)( 4 Fnominalj | Tnominaly _ __Ri® )+
between the initial position of the armatube and the maximal  ,n(p: 2. v 5:S . an’ oom T T Teaym
(e |+ 22 i), k> 0

position of the armature ;, < dza represents the armature velocity, i (3)‘923 K @) @ Koo (2D o
m is the armature mass the spring constantz, the initial USK_ pep(t) + Ka(z K_mref(t)) + Kz’ —a,4(1))
sprlng length,n the damping coefficient (assumed to be constant), 1(Za = @ref (), Ki <0,i=1,2,3.

m represents the electromagnetic force (EMF) generate\ﬂlherev
by the coil, a,b are two constant parameters of the cdil,the

. (22
= 2T Pz, P > 0 solution of the equatlonPA+ATP =

wi das —1, with
resistance of the coill, = 7%~ the coil mductancem - 5 0 1 0
represents the back EMF. Finally,denotes the coil curren% A= 0 0 1 , (23)
its time derivative and. represents the control voltage applied to Ki K. Ks

the coil. In this model we do not consider the saturationaegif ~
the flux linkage in the magnetic field generated by the coilcsi where K1, K>, Ks are chosen such that is Hurwitz.
we assume a current and armature motion ranges within tharlin Learning-based auto-tuning of the controller gaire use now

region of the flux. the results of Theorefd 2, to iteratively auto-tune the feetlgains
Passive robust controllen this section we first design a nonlinear of the controller[[2P). Considering a cyclic behavior of #wuator
passive robust control based on Theofdm 1. with each iteration happening over a time interval of length

Follwoing Assumption[¥, we definer,.; a desired armature following (I3) we define the cost function as
position trajectory, s.tz,..; is a smooth (at leas€?) function ) ) )
satisfying the initial/final constraintst,.;(0) = 0, @,cr(ts) = Q(2(B)) = Crzr(Ity)” + Coza(Ity)” + Cszs(Ity)™,  (24)

zf, @re(0) = 0, @rep(ty) = 0, wherety is a desired finite \yheres = 1,2, 3... is the number of iterationg}y, Co > 0, C3 >

motion time andz; is a desired final position. We consider the) and g = (§K,, §K2, 6Ks, dk)', such as the feedback gains
dynamical system[(19) with bounded parametric unceresntin \yrite as

the spring coefficiendk, with |0k| < kmas, and the damping Ki =K1, ma +0K1

coefficientdn, with [0n| < énmae, such thatk = knominar + 0k, Ko =Ko, ina +0K2 (25)
1 = Nnominal +01, WNe€r€kyominal, Mnominal are the nominal val- K3 =Kz, ma T0K3

ues of the spring stiffness and the damping coefficient eesgely. k = knominal + 0k,

If we consider the state vectar= (zq, ©q, ')' and the controlled
outputzx,, the uncertain model of electromagnetic actuators can b
written in the form of [(1), as

where K K> KJnom”La“ knomnml are the
omlnal initial values of the feedback gains [n](22).
Folowing [15), [16), and{18) the variations of the estirdagains

nominal nominal’

) T2 are given by
Ta knominal (g0 — o)) — Tnominal gy . . x
= i — ot (o 1) ™ aiz Try = ar, sin(wit — 5)Q(2(8))
p T 3tan? 5K1(t):$K1 t)+aKlsin(w1t+%)
_ Rbtzy) . 5 4 ZaTa . -
fo1) g 4 2ama ey = arcysin(wat — 5)Q((9))
0 0 0K (t) = K, (t) + a, sin(wat + §)
+ | E(zo—21)+ %’:cz + 0 u Ty = axysin(wst — 5)Q(2(8))
0 btfl 0K3(t) = xi, (t) + axgsin(wst + 5)
y=1x. Tk = apsin(wat — 2)Q(2(B))
(20) ;

5/;:( t) = z(t) + apsin(wat + %)
Assumption 1 is clearly satisfied over a nonempty bounded set 0K;(t) = 6[@(([ —Dty), (I =ty <t < Tty
=0K; 7 < 7

X, as for Assumption 2, it is straightforward to check that & w je{1,2,3), I=1,23..
compute the third time-derivative of the output,, the control Sk(t) ; Sh((T 1)t7f)7 1ty <t<Ity =123

variablew appears in a nonsingular expression, which implies that (26)
Zk: n = 3. Ass;tnmption 3 is also satisfied sin¢af(z)| <  where ax,, ax,, ax,, ar are positive andw, + w, #
Stmar|po — @[ + ez (x|, wr, p,q,7 € {1,2,3,4}, forp # q # r.

Next following the Input-Output linearization method, w&n write
Simulation results:We show here the behavior of the proposed

y @ =al = —km:’#"alz — dneminalg, 4 (bﬁf)m— approach on the electromagnetic actuator example presénte
gy — Wiy — rE [18], where the model[{19) is used with the numerical values
) (21)  of Table . The desired trajectory has been selected as the

which is of the form of equatiorl{4), withl = — 2=, b = 5 order polynomial . (t) = Y0, ai(t/t;)!, where the

T Eatg ﬁf)m,and the additive uncertainty a;'s have been computed to satisfy the boundary constraints
term Ab = —%xa — 23, such that|Ab| < 2Emaz|g. | 4+ 2,.0(0) = 0,Zref(tr) = Ty, Eref(0) = Erep(ty) = 0,&rer(0) =

m




Parameter Value N
m 0.27 [kg] o
R 6 [Q] _ 04t|==-Nolearning
n 7.53 |kg/sec] £
o 8 [mm] %US
k 158 [N/mm]
a 14.96 x 10=6 [Nm?2/A2?] 2
b 4 x 1075 [m] <01
TABLE |
0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1
NUMERICAL VALUES OF THE MECHANICAL PARAMETERS Time [sec]
(a) Obtained armature position vs. reference
Zrep(ty) =0, with t; = 1 sec, zy = 0.5 mm. trajectory - Controller[(22)
Furthermore, to make the simulation case more challengisg w .
assume an initial error both on the position and the velocity e g1

- - =no learning

a
®
\)

z1(0) = 0.01 mm, 2z2(0) = 0.1 mm/sec. Note that these values
may seem small, but for this type of actuators it is usualeychse
that the armature starts form a predefined static positiostcained
mechanically, so we know that the initial velocity is zeralame
know in advance very precisely the initial position of thenature.
However, we want to show the performances of the controller
on some challenging cases. We also select the nominal feledba _ '
gains K1 = —500, Ko = —125, K3 = —26, k = 1, satisfying gfgje(ggsn_egoimﬁga’)e'°°"V vs. reference
Assumption 5. In this test we compare the performances of the

passive robust controllef {22) with the fixed nominal gaiasthe
learning controller(22).(25)[ (26), which was implemehteith the
cost function[(ZK), wher€; = 500, C> = 500, C5 = 10, and the
learning coefficients for each feedback gain @afe= 7.5 rad/sec, ’
w2 = 5.3 rad/sec, w3 = 5.1 rad/sec, wy = 6.1 rad/sec. We °
point out here that to accelerate the learning convergeaateewhich E
is related to the choice of the coefficienis,, i = 1,2,3, ax £
, e.g. [19], we have chosen to use a varying amplitude for the °°
coefficients. Indeed, it is well know , e.g. [20], that chaumsi
varying coefficients, which start with a high value to accate

the search initially and then are tuned down when the cost
function becomes smaller, accelerates the learning antbvash

a convergence to a tighter neighborhood of the local optimum
(due to decrease of the dither amplitudes). To implemerg thi
idea, we simply use piece-wise constant coefficients asvisl eaming amplitudesix,’s , which we choose to initiate at high
ar, =200, ax, =120, ax, = 20, ax = 0.2, initially and then  yajyes to accelerate the learning process. We can obtairh muc
tuned them down tour, = 200Q(1)/2, ax, = 120Q(1)/2,  |ower excursion amplitudes during the transient behaviotha
ary; = 20Q(1)/2, ar = 0.2Q(1)/2, whenQ < Q(1)/2 and  gxpense of the convergence speed, by choosing smalleirigarn
then toar, = 200Q(1)/3, ar, = 120Q(1)/3, ars = 2Q(1)/3,  amplitudes. We also report the learned feedback gains onefigu
ar = 0.2Q(1)/3, when @ < Q(1)/3, where Q(1) denotes the p@R),[4(B)[4(d), anf 4TH), respectively. They also showeadrof
value of the cost function at the first iteration. We show om®$  convergence, with final oscillations around the convergepaint.

[1(a][1(b) the performance of the position and the veloc8gINg,  The excursion of these oscillations can be easily tuned ey th
with and without the learning algorithm. We see clearly tife@  tning of the learning coefficientss ., i = 1,2, 3, 4.

of the learning algorithm that makes the landing velocitgser

a a
kS =y

Armature velocity [mm/sec]
I
“

0 0.2 08 1

04 0.6
Time [sec]

Fig. 1. Obtained outputs vs. reference trajectory - ColetrdR2) without
learning (dashed line), with learning (bold line)

e

Control voltage [v]

] 02 08 1

=

02 08 1

0z 06 0.4 06
Time [sec] Time [sec]

(a) Obtained coil current (b) Control voltage

Fig. 2. Coil voltage and current - Controlldr_{22)

to the desired zero landing velocity as shown on figure] 3(ag T VI. CONCLUSION
associated coil current and voltage signals are also reghash In this work we have studied the problem of iterative feedtbac

figures[2(d) and_2(b), respectively. It is worth mentioningreh gains tuning for Input-Output linearization with statiats feed-
that the optimized performance in this example is focusethina back. We first used Input-Output linearization with statates feed-
on the impact point, i.e. the position and velocity of the atune  back method and ‘robustified’ it with respect to bounded taekli
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