arXiv:2406.00753v1 [math.OC] 2 Jun 2024

Singular Perturbation: When the Perturbation Parameter Becomes a State-Dependent Function

Tengfei Liu and Zhong-Ping Jiang

Abstract

This paper presents a new systematic framework for nonlinear singularly perturbed systems in which statedependent perturbation functions are used instead of constant perturbation coefficients. Under this framework, general results are obtained for the global robust stability and input-to-state stability of nonlinear singularly perturbed systems. Interestingly, the proposed methodology provides innovative solutions beyond traditional singular perturbation theory for emerging control problems arising from nonlinear integral control, feedback optimization, and formation-based source seeking.

Index Terms

Singular perturbation, perturbation functions, input-to-state stability (ISS).

I. INTRODUCTION A. Background and Literature Review

Many complex systems exhibit multiple time scales. Understanding and utilizing the properties of different time scales and their interactions can significantly simplify system analysis and lead to new systematic design methods [1]. Singular perturbation theory, which uses perturbation coefficients to capture time-scale separation, has been developed to solve multi-time-scale problems related to the integration of information processing and physical objects.

Among the numerous results, significant efforts have been devoted to understanding how fast dynamics can impact the stability properties of slow dynamics; see, for example, [2], [3], [4], [5], [6], [7], [8], [9], [10], [11], [12], [13], [14], [15]. Results for stochastic systems, time-delay systems, hybrid systems and systems modeled by partial differential equations have also been developed accordingly. See, e.g., [16], [17], [18], [19], [20], [21], [22]. The theory has found a wide range of applications in areas such as optimal regulation [23], high-gain control [24], [25], [26], integral control [27], adaptive control [28], stochastic control [18], and extremum seeking [29].

When the stability properties of different time scales are characterized by Lyapunov functions, sum-type or more general composite Lyapunov functions are commonly employed for stability analysis of singularly perturbed systems [30], [31], [9], [32], [33], [34]. Alternative methods based on Lyapunov functions include level-set-based analysis in [8], [35]. Converse Lyapunov theorems [13], [36], [37], [38], [7] are essential for robustness analysis of nonlinear uncertain systems that lack explicit Lyapunov functions. When it comes to singularly perturbed systems where the stability properties of subsystems are not formulated by explicit Lyapunov functions, converse Lyapunov theorems have been used in [32], [39]. Additionally, [40] proposed a Lyapunov-based approach, and [14] developed a trajectory-based approach for robustness analysis of time-varying singularly perturbed systems with solutions continuously depending on a small parameter.

This work was supported in part by National Key R & D Program of China (2022ZD0119901), in part by Science and Technology Projects of Liaoning Province (2022JH2/101300238), in part by Liaoning Revitalization Talents Program XLYC2203076, in part by NSFC grants 62325303 and 62333004, and in part by NSF grant ECCS-2210320.

State Key Laboratory of Synthetical Automation for Process Industries, Northeastern University, Shenyang, 110004, China Email: tfliu@mail.neu.edu.cn

Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, New York University, Five MetroTech Center, Brooklyn, NY 11201, USA Email: zjiang@nyu.edu

Among the aforementioned results, the concept of input-to-state stability (ISS) developed by [41], [42] and its variants have been utilized to describe the influence of external disturbances and the interaction between the dynamics of different time scales; see, for example, [39], [14], [43]. It has been proven that if the perturbation coefficient is sufficiently small, the ISS of a singularly perturbed system can be derived from the ISS of the reduced-order subsystem that corresponds to the slow dynamics, possibly in a semi-global practical manner.

We would like to mention that small-gain theorems have been used as a fundamental idea in the analysis of singularly perturbed systems. We recall the insightful discussion by [39] on applying the small-gain thinking developed by [44], [45], [46], [47] to stability analysis of singularly perturbed systems. Indeed, the Lyapunov-based conditions in [9] are closely related to small-gain conditions in an L_2 setting. As a typical application of the singular perturbation theory, several extremum seeking results, such as [48], [49], [50], [51], have been developed with the nonlinear small-gain theorem [46] as a tool for stability analysis. Motivated by emerging control applications such as feedback optimization and formation-based source seeking, we aim to develop a new framework of singular perturbation where we replace the constant perturbation parameter by state-dependent functions.

B. Main Contributions of This Paper

A singularly perturbed system involving two time-scales often takes the following form: ẋ = g_s(x, z, d) (1) ϵż = g_f (z, x, w) (2) where x ∈ R^n and z ∈ R^m are the states of the subsystems, d ∈ R^p and w ∈ R^q represent disturbances affecting the subsystems, g_s : R^n × R^m × R^p → R^n and g_f : R^m × R^n × R^q → R^m describe the system dynamics, and ϵ is a small positive constant characterizing the different time scales of the two subsystems. By convention, ϵ is called the perturbation parameter. In the literature (see, e.g., [1]), the model (1)–(2) is said to be in the standard form if the equilibrium of interest corresponds to an isolated real root of 0 = g_f (z, x, 0), denoted as z_e = φ(x).

By setting a new time scale τ = t/δ with constant δ > 0, the system (1)–(2) can be rewritten as dx dτ = δg_s(x, z, d), (3) dz dτ = δ ϵ g_f (z, x, w). (4) However, the standard singular perturbation model (1)–(2), or its equivalent counterpart (3)–(4), exhibit limitations in several emerging applications such as feedback optimization and formation-based source seeking. As shown in Section II, these applications necessitate the tuning of time scales in a nonlinear manner for improved performance, to which the conventional singular perturbation is not directly applicable. With these observations in mind, in this paper, we consider a generalized form of (3)–(4): ẋ = ρ_s(x, z, d)g_s(x, z, d) (5) ż = ρ_f (z, x, w)g_f (z, x, w) (6) which uses positive state-dependent functions ρ_s : R^n × R^m × R^p → R_+ and ρ_f : R^m × R^n × R^q → R_+ to describe the time-scale characteristics of the subsystems. For existence and uniqueness of solutions, all the discussions in this paper are based on the assumption that ρ_s(x, z, d)g_s(x, z, d) and ρ_f (z, x, w)g_f (z, x, w) are locally Lipschitz with respect to (x, z) and they are piecewise continuous with respect to d and w, respectively. Clearly, if ρ_s ≡ δ and ρ_f ≡ δ/ϵ, then the system (5)–(6) is reduced to (3)–(4). With the more general model (5)–(6), we expect to improve the design flexibility by tuning the time scales in some nonlinear fashion.

The study presented in this paper adopts the idea of time-scale separation [2] and utilizes the notion of ISS (see [41]) to characterize the stability properties of the subsystems. Specifically, we assume that the boundary-layer subsystem, i.e., for any fixed x, the z-subsystem (6) with ρ_f ≡ 1 is ISS with respect to the equilibrium z_e and the input w. It is also assumed that the reduced-order x-subsystem (5) with ρ_s ≡ 1 is ISS with d and z − z_e (the error state of the boundary-layer subsystem) as the inputs. We use Lyapunov-based ISS gains (see [42]), which depend on perturbation functions, to describe the interaction between the reduced-order and the boundary-layer subsystems, and derive monotonicity conditions on the perturbation functions to guarantee the ISS of the singularly perturbed system. The Lyapunov-based formulation helps simplify the robustness analysis. The proofs of the main results rely on Lyapunov-based ISS small-gain arguments (see [52]).

The refined singular perturbation results provide useful tools for controller design for complex systems beyond conventional singularly perturbed systems. Applications given in this paper include integral control, feedback optimization, and formation-based source seeking for nonlinear uncertain systems. Moreover, the ISS-based formulation is general in the sense that the main result of this paper can be easily extended to regional and practical stability cases. However, due to space limitations, related research findings will be reported in a companion paper.

Notations and Terminology

In this paper, we use | · | to denote the Euclidean norm for real vectors and the induced 2-norm for real matrices. A continuous function α : R_+ → R_+ is said to be of class P, denoted by α ∈ P, if α(r) > 0 for all r > 0 and α(0) ≥ 0; it is said to be of class PD, denoted by α ∈ PD, if α(r) > 0 for all r > 0 and α(0) = 0. A continuous function α : R_+ → R_+ is said to be of class K, denoted by α ∈ K, if it is strictly increasing and α(0) = 0; it is said to of class K_∞, denoted by α ∈ K_∞, if it is of class K and unbounded. A continuous function β : R_+ × R_+ → R_+ is said to be of class KL, denoted by β ∈ KL, if, for each fixed t ∈ R_+ , β(·, t) is of class K and, for each fixed s > 0, β(s, ·) is a decreasing function and satisfies lim_{t→∞} β(s, t) = 0. For α_1, α_2 ∈ P, α_1 ∘α_2 denotes the composition function, i.e., α_1 ∘α_2(r) = α_1(α_2(r)) for r ≥ 0. For a function φ : R^p → R, ∇φ represents the gradient wherever it exists. Id represents the identity function. diag{a_1, . . . , a_m} denotes the diagonal matrix with scalars a_1, . . . , a_m on the diagonal.

II. MOTIVATIONAL EXAMPLES This section gives three examples that motivate the study of this paper.

A. Nonlinear Integral Feedback

Consider the plant

ż^o = g^o_f (z^o, x^o) (7) y^o = h^o_f (z^o) (8)

where z^o ∈ R^m is the state, y^o ∈ R^n is the output, x^o ∈ R^n is the reference input, and g^o_f : R^m ×R^n → R^m and h^o_f : R^m → R^n are locally Lipschitz functions, representing the dynamics and the output map of the plant, respectively.

Suppose that for each fixed x^o, the z^o-subsystem admits an equilibrium at φ^o(x^o) with φ^o : R^n → R^m being a locally Lipschitz function satisfying

g^o_f (φ^o(x^o), x^o) = 0 (9)

for all x^o ∈ R^n . Intuitively, φ^o represents the steady-state input-state map. Moreover, for each fixed x^o, the plant is assumed to be asymptotically stable at the equilibrium φ^o(x^o).

Integral negative feedback updates the reference input x^o by integrating the output y^o:

ẋ^o = −ϵy^o = −ϵh^o_f (z^o) (10) where ϵ is a positive constant. The closed-loop system composed of (7) and (10) is in the form of the standard singular perturbation model (1)–(2). Based on the conventional singular perturbation theory, in addition to monotonicity conditions on the input-output map h^o_f ∘φ^o, (local) exponential stability at φ^o(x^o) for each fixed x^o is normally required for the plant (7) to guarantee asymptotic stability of the closed-loop system; see, e.g., [53] as well as the recent results [54], [55].

The requirement of exponential stability on the plant restricts the applicability of integral negative feedback. Here is an elementary counter-example:

ż^o = g^o_f (z^o, x^o) = −(z^o − x^o)^3 (11) y^o = h^o_f (z^o) = z^o (12) ẋ^o = −ϵy^o (13)

Clearly, as a direct application of Lyapunov’s first theorem, this system is unstable at the zero equilibrium.

On the basis of the above observations, we propose to use a nonlinear integral control algorithm instead of (10):

ẋ^o = −ρ^0_s(|y^o|)y^o = −ρ^0_s(|h^o_f (z^o)|)h^o_f (z^o) (14)

with ρ^0_s ∈ P. A schematic diagram of a control system with nonlinear integral feedback is shown in Figure 1.

ż^o = g^o_f (z^o, x^o) h^o_f (z^o)y^o− −ρ^0_s(|y^o|)y^o ∫ x^o Figure 1. Configuration of a control system with nonlinear integral feedback.

The closed-loop system composed of the plant (11)–(12) and the modified integral controller (14) is globally asymptotically stable at the origin, as long as the function ρ^0_s is chosen to be positive definite and satisfy

ρ^0_s(r) ≤ kr^2, ∀r ≥ 0, (15)

with k being a positive constant; see Example 2. Note that the modified integral control system is in the general singular perturbation form (5)–(6) with state (x, z) coresponding to (x^o, z^o). With the help of a refined singular perturbation theorem, we provide a positive solution to the nonlinear integral control problem; see Section VI-A.

B. Feedback Optimization

Feedback optimization is a new direction in control theory that aims to solve an optimization problem with the physical model in the loop, by means of the gradient of the objective function computed in real time. For instance, see [56], [57], [58], [59], [60], [61], [62], [63], [64], [65], [66], [67], [68], [69], [70].

Still consider the plant (7)–(8), which admits a steady-state input-output map φ^o defined by (9). Given a continuously differentiable objective function Φ : R^p × R^n → R, under specific convexity conditions, a feedback optimization algorithm updates the reference input x^o such that the state (x^o, z^o) keeps bounded and converges to (x^o_∗, z^o_∗ ), a set-point satisfying the steady-state input-output constraint z^o_∗ = φ^o(x^o_∗) and minimizing Φ(h^o_f (z^o), x^o). In such a problem setting,

x^o_∗ = argmin_{xo} Φ(h^o_f (φ^o(x^o)), x^o). (16)

In [67], [68], modified variable-metric gradient-flow algorithms [71], [72] have been used for feedback optimization. Here is an example of such algorithm: ẋ^o = ρ^0_s(|g^o_s (x^o, z^o)|)g^o_s (x^o, z^o) (17) where

g^o_s (x^o, z^o) = − ∂Φ(y^o, x^o) ∂y^o ∂h^o_f (φ^o(x^o)) ∂x^o − ∂Φ(y^o, x^o) ∂x^o (18)

and ρ^0_s ∈ P represents the variable metric term. Here, (x^o, z^o) is considered as the arguments of the function g^o_s because y^o = φ^o(z^o).

With the method proposed in this paper, we show that the variable metric term indeed helps solve the feedback optimization problem in the absence of the usual exponential stability property for the boundary-layer system at the steady state; see Section VI-B.

C. Formation-Based Source Seeking

In a typical scenario of source seeking, the objective is to search the position p_∗ ∈ R^n of a signal source based on real-time measurement of the value of the field generated by the signal source. One may model the field with an objective function h : R^n → R with an extremum point coinciding with the signal source.

Coordination of mobile agents is promising to solve such problems [73]. Consider a group of N mobile agents, with each agent i modeled by ṗ_i = v_i (19) where p_i ∈ R^n is the position and v_i ∈ R^n is the velocity (considered as the control input). Given the objective function h, each agent i has access to the value h(p_i) of the objective function. With a coordinated control strategy, it is desired that the positions of the agents keep bounded, and the average position

p_0 = 1 N N∑ i=1 p_i (20)

converges to a neighborhood of the optimal point p_∗.

The following distributed control law is proposed in this paper to solve the problem: v_i = v^e_i + v^f_i (21)

where v^f_i and v^e_i are used for formation control and source seeking, respectively.

In particular, the formation control part of the control law is defined by

v^f_i = 1 N N∑ j=1 a_{ij} (p_i − p_j − d_{ij}) (22)

where the a_{ij} ’s are nonnegative constants, and d_{ij} are constant vectors representing the desired relative position between agents i and j and satisfying d_{ij} = −d_{ji} and det (_N ∑ j=1 d_{j0}d^T_{j0} ) > 0 (23) with d_{j0} = ∑_N i=1 d_{ji}/N represents the relative position between agent j and the average position in the desired formation. The source-seeking control part of the control law is defined by

v^e_i = −c_0σ (_N ∑ j=1 d_{j0}d^T_{j0} )_{−1} δ_i (24)

where c_0 is a positive constant, σ : R^n → R^n is a saturated function satisfying σ(r)r > 0 for r ∈ R^n \{0} and σ(0) = 0, and δ_i is generated by the following distributed averaging algorithm

δ̇_i = −(δ_i − Nd_{i0}h(p_i)) −^N ∑ j=1 b_{ij} (q_i − q_j ) (25)

q̇_i = μ N∑ j=1 b_{ij} (δ_i − δ_j ) (26)

with μ being a positive constant and b_{ij} being nonnegative constants.

The basic idea of the formation-based source-seeking algorithm is shown in Figure 2.

⋄p_∗v_iv^f_iv_{ei}v^jvk̇p_i = v_i

Figure 2. Formation-Based Source Seeking.

Indeed, the averaging algorithm gives an estimate of the gradient information of the objective function. In the ideal case of fixed h(p_i) for i = 1, . . . , N, the averaging algorithm results in lim_{t→∞} δ_j(t) = ∑_N i=1 d_{i0}h(p_i) for j = 1, . . . , N with ∑_N i=1 d_{i0}h(p_i) being a mean-value-based estimate of the gradient value ∇h(p_0). This is the basic idea of employing the averaging algorithm. As far as we know, distributed online-averaging algorithms have not been utilized for gradient-free source-seeking in past literature. It can be recognized that the control law only uses the relative positions between the agents and the measured value of the objective function, and does not rely on the global information of p_∗ or the gradient measurement of the objective function.

The processes of gradient estimation and source seeking interact with each other in a nonlinear fashion. Intuitively, the gradient estimation process should be fast enough. But it is nontrivial to find an explicit condition to guarantee the convergence of the closed-loop states. By considering the two processes as fast and slow subsystems, respectively, we propose a novel systematic design based on the refined singular perturbation theorem; see Section VI-C.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION Figure 3 shows the idea of considering a singularly perturbed system as an interconnection of the reduced-order and the boundary-layer subsystems.

zx d w

⇔ z x d wφ(x) φ(x) +−+ + Boundary-Layer Subsystem

Reduced-Order Subsystem

Figure 3. Singularly perturbed system (5)–(6) as an interconnected system, where φ represents the steady-state map of the z-subsystem.

Following the convention, the following assumptions are made on the steady state and the stability properties of the subsystems.

Assumption 1 means that (x, z) = (0, φ(0)) is an equilibrium of the system (5)–(6) with d ≡ 0 and w ≡ 0. Assumption 1: There exists a locally Lipschitz function φ : R^n → R^m such that

g_s(0, φ(0), 0) = 0 (27) g_f (φ(x), x, 0) = 0 (28)

for all x ∈ R^n .

Assumption 2 gives the stability properties of the subsystems corresponding to different time scales. Assumption 2: There exist continuously differentiable functions V_s : R^n → R_+ and V_f : R^m ×R^n → R_+ such that

• for the reduced-order subsystem (5) with ρ_s ≡ 1, there exist α_s, α_s, γ_s, χ_s ∈ K_∞, and α_s ∈ PD such that α_s(|x|) ≤ V_s(x) ≤ α_s(|x|) (29) V_s(x) ≥ max {γ_s(V_f (z, x)), χ_s(|d|)} ⇒ ∂V_s(x) ∂x g_s(x, z, d) ≤ −α_s(V_s(x)) (30) for all z ∈ R^m , x ∈ R^n and d ∈ R^p ;

• for the boundary-layer subsystem (6) with ρ_f ≡ 1, there exist α_f , α_f , χ_f ∈ K_∞, and α_f , λ_{f1}, λ_{f2} ∈ PD such that α_f (|z − φ(x)|) ≤ V_f (z, x) ≤ α_f (|z − φ(x)|) (31) V_f (z, x) ≥ χ_f (|w|) ⇒ ∂V_f (z, x) ∂z g_f (z, x, w) ≤ −α_f (V_f (z, x)) (32) | | | | ∂V_f (z, x) ∂x | | | | ≤ λ^{f1}(V^f (z, x)) + λ^{f2}(V^s(x)) (33)

for all z ∈ R^m , x ∈ R^n and w ∈ R^q .

Remark 1: Assumption 2 is a Lyapunov characterization of the ISS properties of the unperturbed reduced-order and the unperturbed boundary-layer subsystems, i.e., with the perturbation functions identically equal to one. The cross terms between the subsystems are directly described by Lyapunov functions instead of state variables, which simplifies the stability analysis of the singularly perturbed system.

Remark 2: In the absence of disturbances d and w, it is usual to assume an asymptotically stable (AS) equilibrium for the reduced-order subsystem (5) with z = φ(x) and ρ_s ≡ 1, in accordance with Assumption 2. For the more general case in which the systems are subject to exogenous disturbances, the ISS property of the reduced-order subsystem with V_f (z, x) as the input (or equivalently, with z − φ(x) as the input) demanded by Assumption 2 is stronger. However, when we limit ourselves to the local case, the corresponding ISS assumption is equivalent to the 0-AS assumption (i.e., AS of the zero-input system at the origin) due to the equivalence between 0-AS and local ISS (see [42]). In addition, it should be mentioned that the ISS assumption is weaker than assumptions made in the past literature, such as the exponential stability and additional regularity conditions required by [32], as ISS does not guarantee exponential convergence.

We aim to derive readily-checkable conditions on the perturbation functions ρ_s and ρ_f to guarantee the ISS of the generalized singularly perturbed system (5)–(6).

IV. MAIN RESULTS Theorem 1 presents a condition on ρ_s and ρ_f to ensure ISS of the system (5)–(6). Theorem 1: Under Assumptions 1 and 2, the system (5)–(6) is ISS with (x, z − φ(0)) as the state and (d, w) as the input, if ρ_s and ρ_f satisfy the following conditions:

1) there exists a ρ_s ∈ P such that V_s(x) ≥ max {γ_s(V_f (z, x)), χ_s(|d|)} ⇒ ρ_s(x, z, d) ≥ ρ_s(V_s(x)) (34) for all x ∈ R^n , z ∈ R^m and d ∈ R^p ;

2) there exist γ_f ∈ K_∞ and ρ_s, ρ_f ∈ P satisfying

γ_f ∘ γ_s(r) < r (35) ρ_s(r)(λ_{f1}(r) + λ_{f2} ∘ γ^{−1}_f (r)) < ρ_f (r)α_f (r) (36)

for all r > 0, such that V_f (z, x) ≥ max {γ_f (V_s(x)), γ_f ∘ χ_s(|d|), χ_f (|w|)} ⇒ { ρ_s(x, z, d)|g_s(x, z, d)| ≤ ρ_s(V_f (z, x)), ρ_f (z, x, w) ≥ ρ_f (V_f (z, x)) (37)

for all x ∈ R^n , z ∈ R^m , d ∈ R^p and w ∈ R^q .

Moreover, for certain σ ∈ K_∞ being continuously differentiable on (0, ∞) and satisfying γ_s(r) < σ(r) < γ^{−1}_f (r) for all r > 0, the following function

V (x, z) = max {V_s(x), σ(V_f (z, x))} (38)

is positive definite and radially unbounded with respect to (x, z − φ(x)), and satisfies V (x, z) ≥ max {χ_s(|d|), σ ∘ χ_f (|w|)} ⇒ ∂V (x, z) ∂x ρ_s(x, z, d)g_s(x, z, d) + ∂V (x, z) ∂z ρ_f (z, x, w)g_f (z, x, w) ≤ −α(V (x, z)) (39) wherever V is differentiable, with α ∈ PD.

Proof: We treat the singularly perturbed system as an interconnection of the reduced-order and the boundary-layer subsystems. We first show that each subsystem features specific ISS properties when associated with a perturbation function, and then perform a small-gain analysis leading to the ISS of the interconnected system.

A straightforward implication of property (30) in Assumption 2 and condition (34) is that V_s(x) ≥ max {γ_s(V_f (z, x)), χ_s(|d|)} ⇒ ∂V_s(x) ∂x ρ_s(x, z, d)g_s(x, z, d) ≤ −α_{bs}(V_s(x)) (40) for all x ∈ R^n , z ∈ R^m and d ∈ R^p , with

α_{bs}(r) = ρ_s(r)α_s(r) (41)

for r ≥ 0. Since ρ_s ∈ P and α_s ∈ PD, we have α_{bs} ∈ PD.

In the case of V_f (z, x) ≥ max {γ_f (V_s(x)), γ_f ∘ χ_s(|d|), χ_f (|w|)} , (42) we have ∂V_f (z, x) ∂z ρ_f (z, x, w)g_f (z, x, w) + ∂V_f (z, x) ∂x ρ_s(x, z, d)g_s(x, z, d) ≤ −ρ_f (z, x, w)α_f (V_f (z, x)) + λ_{f1}(V_f (z, x))ρ_s(x, z, d)|g_s(x, z, d)| + λ_{f2}(V_s(x))ρ_s(x, z, d)|g_s(x, z, d)| ≤ −ρ_f (V_f (z, x))α_f (V_f (z, x)) + λ_{f1}(V_f (z, x))ρ_s(V_f (z, x)) + λ_{f2}(γ^{−1}_f (V_f (z, x)))ρ_s(V_f (z, x))

=: −α_{bf} (V_f (z, x)) (43)

for all x ∈ R^n , z ∈ R^m , d ∈ R^p and w ∈ R^q , where we have used properties (32) and (33) in Assumption 2 for the first inequality, and used condition (37) for the second inequality. That is, V_f (z, x) ≥ max {γ_f (V_s(x)), γ_f ∘ χ_s(|d|), χ_f (|w|)} ⇒ ∂V_f (z, x) ∂z ρ_f (z, x, w)g_f (z, x, w) + ∂V_f (z, x) ∂x ρ_s(x, z, d)g_s(x, z, d) ≤ −α_{bf} (V_f (z, x)) (44) for all x ∈ R^n , z ∈ R^m , d ∈ R^p and w ∈ R^q . Condition (36) together with α_f , ρ_s ∈ PD guarantees that α_{bf} ∈ PD. Properties (40) and (44) describe the Lyapunov-based ISS properties of the reduced-order subsystem with x as the state and the boundary-layer subsystem with z − φ(x) as the state, respectively, and characterize their interconnection by ISS gains γ_f and γ_s. Condition (35) ensures the satisfaction of the nonlinear small-gain condition [52]. By applying the Lyapunov-based ISS small-gain theorem (refer to Theorem 9 in the Appendix), we can prove the ISS property of the system (5)–(6) with (x, z − φ(x)), or equivalently (x, z − φ(0)), as the state and (d, w) as the input, and construct an ISS-Lyapunov function in (38) with the Lyapunov-ISS property (39). This ends the proof of Theorem 1.

Remark 3: Given Assumptions 1 and 2, it is always possible to find perturbation functions that guarantee ISS of the singularly perturbed system. Specifically, the condition of Theorem 1 can be satisfied by setting ρ_f ≡ 1 and ρ_f (·) ≡ 1, selecting ρ_s, ρ_s ∈ PD small enough, and choosing ρ_s solely depending on |x| and small enough. Alternatively, by setting ρ_s ≡ 1 and selecting ρ_f depending on |z −φ(x)| and large enough, the condition can also be satisfied. However, in practice, a more detailed analysis may be necessary when the perturbation functions are restricted to some predetermined forms. See Section V below.

Remark 4: Using small-gain techniques in singular perturbation analysis is not a new idea. In [39], smallgain arguments [44], [45], [46], [47] are employed to analyze the stability of singularly perturbed systems. The Lyapunov-based conditions in [9] are closely related to small-gain conditions in an L_2 framework. Nonlinear small-gain theorems have been widely used in applications of the singular perturbation theory, such as in extremum seeking studies, as seen in [48], [49], [50], [51]. It is expected that the methods proposed in this paper pave the foundation to further generalize the above-mentioned results.

Remark 5: In the boundedness and convergence analysis in [2], [5], as well as subsequent studies such as [35], level sets are defined by coordinately evaluating the behaviors of the Lyapunov functions of the reduced-order and boundary-layer subsystems, which is somewhat related to the idea of maxtype Lyapunov functions. Additionally, in [8], a Lyapunov-like function is constructed by taking the maximum of linearly weighted Lyapunov-like functions of the two subsystems with different time scales; see [8, Theorems 6 and 7]. To handle the state-dependent perturbation functions, this paper constructs a Lyapunov function by taking the maximum of nonlinearly weighted Lyapunov functions of the subsystems corresponding to different time scales.

For certain cases, constant-valued ρ_s and ρ_f exist for ISS of the generalized singularly perturbed system (5)–(6). Before presenting the next main theorem for such cases, we define two functions, ğ_s and ḡ_s. Given g_s and φ satisfying Assumption 1, there exists a ğ_s ∈ K_∞ such that |g_s(x, z, d)| ≤ ğ_s(|x| + |z − φ(x)| + |d|) (45) for all x ∈ R^n , z ∈ R^m and d ∈ R^q . Then, define ḡ_s : R_+ → R_+ as ḡ_s(r) = ğ_s(α^{−1}_s ∘ γ_s(r) + α^{−1}_f (r) + γ_s ∘ χ^{−1}_s (r)) (46) for r ≥ 0. Clearly, ḡ_s ∈ K_∞.

The following theorem gives a sufficient condition for the existence of constant-valued ρ_s and ρ_f for ISS of the generalized singularly perturbed system.

Theorem 2: Under Assumptions 1 and 2, suppose that there exists a positive constant c_0 > 0 satisfying c_0ḡ_s(r)λ̄_f (r) < α_f (r) (47)

for all r > 0, with ḡ_s defined by (46) and λ̄_f = λ_{f1} + λ_{f2} ∘ γ_s, and set ρ_s ≡ c_s and ρ_f ≡ c_f with positive constants c_s and c_f satisfying c_s c_f = c_0. (48)

Then, the system (5)–(6) is ISS with (x, z − φ(0)) as the state and (d, w) as the input.

Proof: Theorem 2 is proved by verifying the satisfaction of the conditions of Theorem 1. We first consider the case with ρ_s ≡ c_0 and ρ_f ≡ 1. Set ρ_s ≡ c_0 and ρ_f ≡ 1. This guarantees the satisfaction of condition (34) and the second implication in condition (37) in Theorem 1.

Condition (47) guarantees the existence of γ̂_s ∈ K_∞ satisfying γ̂_s > γ_s such that

c_0ĝ_s(r)λ̂_f (r) < α_f (r) (49) holds with ĝ_s(r) = ğ_s(α^{−1}_s ∘ γ̂_s(r) + α^{−1}_f (r) + γ̂_s ∘ χ^{−1}_s (r)) (50) λ̂_f (r) = λ_{f1}(r) + λ_{f2} ∘ γ̂_s(r) (51)

for r ≥ 0.

Choose γ_f = γ̂^{−1}_s , ρ_s(·) = c_0ĝ_s(·). (52) Then, conditions (35) and (36) are satisfied.

Recalling the definition of ğ_s in (45) and using properties (29) and (31) in Assumption 2, we have |g_s(x, z, d)| ≤ ğ_s(α^{−1}_s (V_s(x)) + α^{−1}_f (V_f (z, x)) + |d|) (53) for all x ∈ R^n , z ∈ R^m and d ∈ R^p . Moreover, with ρ_s ≡ c_0, in the case of V_f (z, x) ≥ max {γ_f (V_s(x)), γ_f ∘ χ_s(|d|)} , (54) it holds that ρ_s(x, z, d)|g_s(x, z, d)| ≤ c_0ğ_s(α^{−1}_s ∘ γ^{−1}_f (V_f (z, x)) + α^{−1}_f (V_f (z, x)) + γ^{−1}_f ∘ χ^{−1}_s (V_f (z, x))) = c_0ĝ_s(V_f (z, x)) = ρ_s(V_f (z, x)), (55) where we have used γ_f = γ̂^{−1}_s for the inequality and used the definition of ĝ_s in (50) for the equality. Thus, the satisfaction of the first implication in condition (37) is verified. This proves the case of ρ_s ≡ c_0 and ρ_f ≡ 1 of Theorem 2.

Note that linearly adjusting the time scale does not change the stability property of a singularly perturbed system in the standard form. This means that the singularly perturbed system is still ISS by setting ρ_s ≡ c_s and ρ_f ≡ c_f as long as c_s/c_f = c_0. This ends the proof of Theorem 2.

We use the following elementary example to illustrate the effectiveness of Theorem 2. Example 1: Consider a nonlinear system with saturated dynamics: ẋ = −c_0 sat(z) (56) ż = − sat(z − x) (57) where x ∈ R and z ∈ R are the states, c_0 is a positive constant, and sat is the saturation function defined by sat(r) = min{1, max{−1, r}} for r ∈ R.

Clearly, the system (56)–(57) is in the form of (5)–(6) with g_s(x, z) = − sat(z), g_f (z, x) = − sat(z − x). (58) The constant c_0 is considered as the perturbation coefficient. It appears to be nontrival to formulate the stability properties of the subsystems with Lyapunov functions featuring quadratic supply functions.

Direct calculation verifies the satisfaction of Assumption 1 with φ(r) = r. (59) By defining Lyapunov functions

V_s(x) = 1 2 x^2, V_f (z, x) = 1 2 (z − x)^2, (60)

we can verify the satisfaction of Assumption 2 with

α_s(r) = α_s(r) = α_f (r) = α_f (r) = 1 2 r^2, (61)

γ_s(r) = 1 ø^2 r, α_s(r) = 1 1 − ø ψ ∘ α^{−1}_s (r), (62)

α_f (r) = ψ ∘ α^{−1}_f (r), λ_{f1}(r) = √ 2r, λ_{f2}(r) = 0, (63) for r ≥ 0, where ψ(r) = r sat(r), and ø is a constant that can be chosen arbitrarily from the interval (0, 1).

In accordance with (45) and (46), define

ğ_s(r) = sat(r), ḡ_s(r) = sat (√ 2 ø^2 r + √ 2r ) . (64)

Then, condition (47) in Theorem 2 is equivalent to

c_0 sat (√ 2 ø^2 r + √ 2r ) √ 2r < √ 2r sat (√ 2r ) (65) i.e.,

c_0 sat ( 1 + ø ø √ 2r ) < sat (√ 2r ) (66)

for all r > 0. Note that c_0 sat(r) ≤ sat(c_0r) for all 0 < c_0 < 1 and r ≥ 0. Thus, condition (66) is satisfied if 0 < c_0 < ø 1 + ø

. (67)

One can find a constant ø from the interval (0, 1) to satisfy condition (67) as long as

0 < c_0 < 1 2 . (68)

With Theorem 2, the singularly perturbed system is globally asymptotically stable (GAS) at the origin if c_0 satisfies (68).

Corollary 1 follows from Theorem 2, for the case where the comparison functions in Assumption 2 are compatible with globally Lipschitz dynamics and quadratic Lyapunov functions.

Corollary 1: Under Assumptions 1 and 2, there exist constant-valued ρ_s, ρ_f ∈ P such that the system (5)–(6) is ISS with (x, z − φ(0)) as the state and (d, w) as the input, if

• g_s, γ_s, α^{−1}_f are globally Lipschitz functions, • α_f and α_s are square functions, and • λ_{f1} and λ_{f2} are square root functions.

Proof: Consider the following two cases. If χ_s is not less than a square function, then, with the conditions of the corollary satisfied, ḡ_s defined by (46) is not larger than some square root function. The global Lipschitz continuity of α^{−1}_f guarantees that α_f is lower bounded by a strictly increasing linear function. Recall that λ_f is a square root function. Then, condition (47) can be satisfied by choosing c_0 small enough.

If χ_s is not large enough, then we choose χ^′_s > χ_s such that χ^′_s is not less than a square function. In this case, Assumption 2 still holds with χ_s replaced by χ^′_s. Then, we can still perform the analysis for the first case. This ends the proof of Corollary 1.

Remark 6: Corollary 1 is consistent with the results from [32] obtained under exponential stability assumptions. In particular, the ISS condition in Assumption 2 can be relaxed to exponential stability at the origin due to the robustness of 0-exponentially stable systems with globally Lipschitz dynamics [13, Lemma 4.6]. Moreover, if the conditions of Corollary 1 are satisfied, in particular, if the gain function γ_s ∈ K_∞ is globally Lipschitz, then a constant σ_0 can be found such that σ(r) = σ_0r defined for r ≥ 0 satisfies the condition of Theorem 1. Consequently, the Lyapunov function V defined in (38) takes the form

V (x, z) = max{V_s(x), σ_0V_f (z, x)}. (69)

This means that a Lyapunov function can be constructed by taking the maximum of linearly weighted Lyapunov functions of the subsystems, which is consistent with the so-called consistency analysis in [8].

V. PERTURBATION FUNCTIONS IN SPECIAL FORMS This section focuses on specific cases where one of the perturbation functions takes a constant value, while the other one depends on the magnitude of the dynamics of its corresponding subsystem.

A. Tuning the Time Scale of the Reduced-Order Subsystem

For the singularly perturbed system (5)–(6), we consider ρ_s(x, z, d) = ρ^0_s(|g_s(x, z, d)|) (70) ρ_f (z, x, w) ≡ 1 (71) with ρ^0_s ∈ P to be chosen. Systems in various applications, such as feedback optimization using a variablemetric gradient-flow algorithm in Subsection VI-B, can be expressed in this form.

The following theorem proposes an additional monotonicity condition for the existence of ρ^0_s to guarantee ISS of the special class of singularly perturbed systems.

Theorem 3: Under Assumptions 1 and 2, if there exists a nondecreasing ρ_s ∈ P satisfying (36) with ρ_f (·) ≡ 1, then one can find a ρ^0_s ∈ P for (70) such that the conditions (34), (35) and (37) are satisfied, and the system (5)–(6) with ρ_s and ρ_f defined by (70)–(71) is ISS with (x, z − φ(0)) as the state and (d, w) as the input.

Proof: For any γ_s ∈ K_∞, there exists a γ_f ∈ K_∞ satisfying (35). Given γ_f ∈ K_∞ and nondecreasing ρ_s ∈ P, we now find a ρ^0_s ∈ P for the satisfaction of (37).

Recall the definition of ğ_s ∈ K_∞ in (45). Then, with Assumption 2 satisfied, in the case of V_f (z, x) ≥ max {γ_f (V_s(x)), γ_f ∘ χ_s(|d|), χ_f (|w|)} , (72) it holds that |g_s(x, z, d)| ≤ ğ_s(α^{−1}_s (V_s(x)) + α^{−1}_f (V_f (z, x)) + |d|) ≤ ĝ_s(α^{−1}_s (γ^{−1}_f (V_f (z, x))) + α^{−1}_f (V_f (z, x)) + γ^{−1}_f (χ^{−1}_s (V_f (z, x)))) = g̃_s(V_f (z, x)) (73) where g̃_s(r) = ğ_s(α^{−1}_s ∘ γ^{−1}_f (r) + α^{−1}_f (r) + γ^{−1}_f ∘ χ^{−1}_s (r)) (74) for r ≥ 0. Clearly, g̃_s ∈ K_∞.

Given ρ_s ∈ P, we choose ρ^0_s ∈ P such that ρ^0_s(r)r ≤ ρ_s(g̃^{−1}_s (r)) (75) holds for all r ≥ 0. Since ρ_s and g̃_s are nondecreasing, in the case of (72), we have ρ^0_s(|g_s(x, z, d)|)|g_s(x, z, d)| ≤ ρ_s(g̃^{−1}_s (|g_s(x, z, d)|)) ≤ ρ_s(V_f (z, x)). (76) This guarantees the satisfaction of (37).

With the ρ^0_s ∈ P chosen above, we now find a ρ_s ∈ P for the satisfaction of (34). Under Assumptions 1 and 2, the set

Ω(r) = { (x, z, d) : |x| = r, V_s(x) ≥ max{γ_s(V_f (z, x)), χ_s(|d|)} } (77)

is nonempty and bounded for any r ≥ 0. Then, we can define g^l_s(r) = inf{g_s(x, z, d) : (x, z, d) ∈ Ω(r)} (78) g^u_s (r) = sup{g_s(x, z, d) : (x, z, d) ∈ Ω(r)} (79) for r ≥ 0.

With the satisfaction of Assumptions 1 and 2, |x| = 0 and V_s(x) ≥ max{γ_s(V_f (z, x)), χ_s(|d|)} together imply x = 0, z = φ(0), d = 0 and thus g_s(x, z, d) = g_s(0, φ(0), 0) = 0. This means g^l_s(0) = 0. Using

Assumption 2, if |x| = r > 0 and V_s(x) ≥ max{γ_s(V_f (z, x)), χ_s(|d|)}, then |g_s(x, z, d)| > 0. Otherwise, property (30) does not hold. This means g^l_s(r) > 0 for all r > 0. Similarly, one can verify g^u_s (0) = 0, and prove g^u_s (r) > 0 for all r > 0 by using g^u_s (r) ≥ g^l_s(r) for all r ≥ 0. Given positive definite g^l_s and g^u_s , one can find g^{lc}_s , g^{uc}_s ∈ PD satisfying g^{lc}_s (r) ≤ g^l_s(r) and g^{uc}_s (r) ≥ g^u_s (r) for all r ≥ 0.

Based on the discussion above, it is obvious that V_s(x) ≥ max{γ_s(V_f (z, x)), χ_s(|d|)} ⇒ g^{lc}_s (|x|) ≤ |g_s(x, z, d)| ≤ g^{uc}_s (|x|) ⇒ ρ^0_s(|g_s(x, z, d)|) ≥ ρ^0_s(|x|) (80) with

ρ^0_s(r) = min { ρ^0_s(ξ) : g^{lc}_s (r) ≤ ξ ≤ g^{uc}_s (r) } (81)

for all r ≥ 0. Then, condition (34) is satisfied by defining

ρ_s(r) = min { ρ^0_s(ξ) : α^{−1}_s (r) ≤ ξ ≤ α^{−1}_s (r) } (82)

for all r ≥ 0. Then, Theorem 3 can be proved with Theorem 1.

Remark 7: Given λ_f , α_f ∈ PD, it may not always be possible to find a non-decreasing ρ_s ∈ P to satisfy (36) with ρ_f (·) ≡ 1. For example, consider the case where α_f (r) = r and λ_f (r) = r^2. However, one can definitely find a non-decreasing ρ_s ∈ P to locally satisfy (36) with ρ_f (·) ≡ 1. This means that local ISS can always be guaranteed with perturbation functions in the form of (70)–(71) under the assumptions made in Section III.

B. Tuning the Time Scale of the Boundary-Layer Subsystem

We suppose ρ_s(x, z, d) ≡ 1 (83) ρ_f (z, x, w) = ρ^0_f (|g_f (z, x, w)|) (84) with ρ^0_f ∈ P to be chosen.

The following theorem proposes a lower bound condition on the fast dynamics for the existence of ρ^0_f to guarantee the ISS property of the special class of singularly perturbed systems.

Theorem 4: Under Assumptions 1 and 2, if there exists a g^l_f ∈ K_∞ such that V_f (z, x) ≥ χ_f (|w|) ⇒ |g_f (z, x, w)| ≥ g^l_f (|z − φ(x)|) (85) for all x ∈ R^n , z ∈ R^m and w ∈ R^q , then one can find a ρ^0_f ∈ P for (84) such that the conditions (34), (35), (36) and (37) are satisfied, and the system (5)–(6) with ρ_s and ρ_f defined by (83)–(84) is ISS with (x, z − φ(0)) as the state and (d, w) as the input.

Proof: Condition (34) is readily satisfied with ρ_s ≡ 1 and ρ_s ≡ 1. For any γ_s ∈ K_∞, there exists a γ_f ∈ K_∞ satisfying (35).

With property (73) in the proof of Theorem 3, we can ensure the satisfaction of the first implication in (37) by setting ρ_s = g̃_s with g̃_s defined in (73).

With λ_{f1}, λ_{f2} and α_f given by Assumption 2 and ρ_s = g̃_s chosen above, one can always find a nondecreasing ρ_f ∈ P to satisfy (36).

The second implication in (37) is satisfied by choosing a nondecreasing ρ^0_f ∈ P such that

ρ^0_f (g^l_f (r)) ≥ ρ_f (α_f (r)) (86) for all r ≥ 0. Indeed, with condition (85) satisfied, V_f (z, x) ≥ χ_f (|w|) implies that ρ^0_f (|g_f (z, x, w)|) ≥ ρ^0_f (g^l_f (|z − φ(x)|)) ≥ ρ_f (α_f (|z − φ(x)|)) ≥ ρ_f (V_f (z, x)). (87)

Then, Theorem 4 can be proved with Theorem 1.

Remark 8: Assumption 2 guarantees the existence of a g^l_f ∈ PD for the satisfaction of condition (85). This can be verified by referring to the discussion on the existence of g^l_s for g_s in the proof of Theorem 3. The requirement of g^l_f ∈ K_∞ is stronger. It means that the boundary-layer subsystem should be fast enough to be further tuned to guarantee the ISS of the singularly perturbed system. Instead of relying on condition (85), one may assume the satisfaction of condition (36) of Theorem 1 with ρ_s = g̃_s and a bounded ρ_f ∈ PD. Under the alternative assumption, following the reasoning in (87), one can still find a non-decreasing ρ^0_f ∈ P to satisfy (86).

VI. APPLICATIONS This section shows that the refined singular perturbation results serve as a tool to address stability issues arising from the three applications briefly discussed in Section II: nonlinear integral control, feedback optimization, and formation-based source seeking.

A. Nonlinear Integral Control

The main result facilitates solving the integral control problem for nonlinear uncertain systems. To simplify the discussion and emphasize our contribution, we consider the disturbance-free plant studied in Section II-A and aim for a GAS result.

In particular, consider the plant (7)–(8), and suppose that for each fixed x^o, the z^o-subsystem admits an equilibrium at φ^o(x^o) with φ^o : R^n → R^m being a locally Lipschitz function satisfying (9). With x^o considered as the reference input, integral control aims to steer the output y^o to zero by appropriately updating x^o.

The following assumption is made on the steady-state input-output map h^o_f ∘ φ^o. Assumption 3: There exists an x^o_e satisfying h^o_f (φ^o(x^o_e)) = 0, and there exist ϕ_1 ∈ K_∞ and ϕ_2 ∈ PD such that |x^o − x^o_e| ≥ ϕ_1(|δ|) ⇒ (x^o − x^o_e)^T h^o_f (φ^o(x^o) + δ) ≥ ϕ_2(|x^o − x^o_e|) (88) for all x^o ∈ R^n and δ ∈ R^m .

Condition (88) means that the steady-state input-output map h^o_f ∘ φ^o keeps inside the half-space determined by the error state x^o − x^o_e, and also guarantees that x^o_e is the unique zero point of h^o_f ∘ φ^o. Condition (88) is naturally satisfied if h^o_f is globally Lipschitz and h^o_f ∘φ^o satisfies the strong monotonicity condition:

(x^o − x^o_e)^T h^o_f (φ^o(x^o)) ≥ c|x^o − x^o_e|^2 (89) for all x^o ∈ R^n , with consant c > 0. The strong monotonocity condition is indispensible for quite a few integral control results including [53] as well as the recent results [54], [55].

In addition, we assume GAS of the plant at steady states.

Assumption 4: There exists a continuously differentiable Lyapunov function V^o_f : R^m × R^n → R_+ such that for each fixed x^o, it holds that α^o_f (|z^o − φ^o(x^o)|) ≤ V^o_f (z^o, x^o) ≤ α^o_f (|z^o − φ^o(x^o)|) (90) ∂V^o_f (z^o, x^o) ∂z^o g^o_f (z^o, x^o) ≤ −α^o_f (V^o_f (z^o, x^o)) (91) | | | ∂V^o_f (z^o, x^o) ∂x^o | | | ≤ λ^of1(|z^o − φ^o(x^o)|) + λ^of2(|x^o − x^oe|) (92) for all z^o ∈ R^m , where α^o_f , α^o_f ∈ K_∞ and α^o_f , λ^o_{f1}, λ^o_{f2} ∈ PD.

Under Assumptions 3 and 4, (x^o, z^o) = (x^o_e, φ^o(x^o_e)) is the unique equilibrium of the integral control system composed of (7)–(8) and (14).

The following theorem shows the validity of the nonlinear integral control law (14). Theorem 5: Under Assumptions 3 and 4, there exists a ρ^0_s ∈ P such that the integral control system composed of the plant (7)–(8) and the integral control law (14) is GAS at the equilibrium (x^o, z^o) = (x^o_e, φ^o(x^o_e)).

Proof: We first introduce a coordinate change:

x = x^o − x^o_e, z = z^o, y = y^o (93) to transform the closed-loop system into ẋ = −ρ^0_s(|h_f (z)|)h_f (z) (94) ż = g_f (z, x) (95) where h_f (z) = h^o_f (z) = h^o_f (z^o) and g_f (z, x) = g^o_f (z, x + x^o_e) = g^o_f (z^o, x^o). With φ(x) = φ^o(x + x^o_e), it can be checked that g_s(0, φ(0)) = −h_f (φ(0)) = −h^o_f (φ^o(x^o_e)) = 0 (96) g_f (φ(x), x) = g^o_f (φ^o(x + x^o_e), x + x^o_e) = 0 (97) for all x ∈ R^n . This verifies the satisfaction of Assumption 1.

For the z-subsystem, with the coordinate transformation (93), properties (90)–(92) are equivalent to α_f (|z − φ(x)|) ≤ V_f (z, x) ≤ α_f (|z − φ(x)|) (98) ∂V_f (z, x) ∂z g_f (z, x) ≤ −α_f (V_f (z, x)) (99) | | |∂V^f (z, x) ∂x | | | ≤ λ^o_{f1}(|z − φ(x)|) + λ^o_{f2}(|x|) (100) where V_f (z, x) = V^o_f (z, x + x^o_e), α_f = α^o_f , and α_f = α^o_f .

For the x-subsystem, we consider a quadratic Lyapunov function candidate

V_s(x) = 1 2 x^T x. (101)

Then, condition (29) is satisfied with α_s(r) = α_s(r) = r^2/2 for r ≥ 0. Note that ∂V_s(x) ∂x g_s(x, z) = −x^T h_f (z). (102)

Thus, V_s(x) ≥ 1 2 ϕ^2_1(|z − φ(x)|) ⇒ |x| ≥ ϕ_1(|z − φ(x)|) ⇒ ∂V_s(x) ∂x g_s(x, z) ≤ −ϕ_2(|x|) ≤ −ϕ_2 ∘ α^{−1}_s (V_s(x)) (103)

for all x ∈ R^n and z ∈ R^m , where condition (88) is used for the last implication.

Define λ_{f1} = λ^o_{f1} ∘ α^{−1}_f and λ_{f2} = λ^o_{f2} ∘ α^{−1}_s , and replace property (100) with | | |∂V^f (z, x) ∂x | | | ≤ λ_{f1}(V_f (z, x)) + λ_{f2}(V_s(x)). (104)

Define α_s = ϕ_2 ∘ α^{−1}_s and replace property (103) with V_s(x) ≥ γ_s(V_f (z, x)) ⇒ ∂V_s(x) ∂x g_s(x, z) ≤ −α_s(V_s(x)). (105)

Then, the conditions in Assumption 2 are verified.

With the satisfaction of Assumptions 1 and 2, Theorem 3 can be readily used to fine tune ρ^0_s ∈ P for GAS of the integral control system at the equilibrium.

One may replace y^o in the integral control law (14) with the output-tracking error y^o − y^r when the output y^o is expected to be steered to some nonzero point y^r.

B. Feedback Optimization

Consider the feedback optimization system composed of the plant (7)–(8) and the feedback optimization algorithm (17). In this problem setting, Assumptions 3 and 4 are still made on the plant.

Denote

Φ̆(x^o) = Φ(h^o_f (φ^o(x^o)), x^o). (106)

The following assumption is made on the objective function.

Assumption 5: There exists a positive constant ω such that

(ξ_1 − ξ_2)^T (∇Φ̆(ξ_1) − ∇Φ̆(ξ_2)) ≥ ω|ξ_1 − ξ_2|^2 (107)

holds for all ξ_1, ξ_2 ∈ R^n .

In addition, it is assumed that g^o_s admits the following Lipschitz property. Assumption 6: There exists a positive constant L_{gs} such that

|g^o_s (x^o, z^o + z̃^o) − g^o_s (x^o, z^o)| ≤ L_{gs}|z̃^o| (108)

holds for all x^o ∈ R^n , z^o ∈ R^m and z̃^o ∈ R^m .

Condition (107) ensures the existence and uniqueness of a global minimum point x^o_∗ for Φ̆ (see, e.g., [74]). Then, it can be verified that (x^o, z^o) = (x^o_∗, φ^o(x^o_∗)) is the unique equilibrium of the feedback optimization system. Based on the assumptions above, the following theorem gives our result on feedback optimization.

Theorem 6: Under Assumptions 3, 4, 5 and 6, there exists a ρ^0_s ∈ P such that the feedback optimization system composed of the plant (7)–(8) and the variable-metric gradient-flow algorithm (17) is GAS at the equilibrium (x^o, z^o) = (x^o_∗, φ^o(x^o_∗)).

Sketch of Proof: Some technical derivations are similar with those for the proof of Theorem 5, and are omitted here to save space.

We first introduce a coordinate transformation:

x = x^o − x^o_∗, z = z^o, y = y^o (109)

to further transform the closed-loop system into

ẋ = ρ^0_s(|g_s(x, z)|)g_s(x, z) (110) ż = g_f (z, x) (111)

with g_s(x, z) = g^o_s (x + x^o_∗, z) = g^o_s (x^o, z^o) and g_f (z, x) = g^o_f (z, x + x^o_∗) = g^o_f (z^o, x^o). Define φ(x) = φ^o(x^o) = φ^o(x + x^o_∗). Then, it can be checked that

g_s(0, φ(0)) = g^o_s (x^o_∗, φ^o(x^o_∗)) = 0 (112) g_f (φ(x), x) = g^o_f (φ^o(x + x^o_∗), x + x^o_∗) = 0 (113)

for all x ∈ R^n . This verifies the satisfaction of Assumption 1.

For the z-subsystem, under Assumption 4, with the coordinate transformation (109), we can verify properties (98)–(100) by defining V_f (z, x) = V^o_f (z, x + x^o_∗), α_f = α^o_f and α_f = α^o_f .

For the x-subsystem, we consider a quadratic Lyapunov function candidate V_s(x) = 1 2 x^T x. (114) Then, condition (29) is satisfied with α_s(r) = α_s(r) = r^2/2 for r ≥ 0. Moreover, under Assumptions 5 and 6, direct calculation yields: ∂V_s(x) ∂x g_s(x, z) = x^T g_s(x, φ(x)) + x^T (g_s(x, φ(x) + z̃) − g_s(x, φ(x))) = −x^T (∇Φ̆(x) − ∇Φ̆(x_∗)) + x^T (g_s(x, φ(x) + z̃) − g_s(x, φ(x))) ≤ −ω|x|^2 + L_{gs}|x||z̃| (115) with z̃ = z − φ(x). Thus, property (30) holds with

γ_s(r) = 1 2 ( μL_{gs} ω α^{−1}_f (r)

)_2

, α_s(r) = 2ω ( 1 − 1 μ ) r, (116) and constant μ > 1.

Then, it can be checked that all the conditions in Assumption 2 are satisfied. With the satisfaction of Assumptions 1 and 2, Theorem 3 can be readily used to find a ρ^0_s ∈ P for GAS of the feedback optimization system at the desired equilibrium.

Here gives a numerical example for the feedback optimization result. With the objective function in the quadratic form, the example also verifies our result of nonlinear integral control in Section VI-A.

Example 2: Consider system ż^o = −(z^o − x^o)^3 (117) with z^o ∈ R and x^o ∈ R, which is in the form of (7). The objective is to design an update law for x^o to steer z^o to the minimizing point of Φ(z^o) = (z^o)^2 − 2z^o (118) by using gradient measurements. With h^o_f (z^o) = z^o, φ^o(x^o) = x^o, (119) we consider the variable-metric gradient-flow algorithm (17) with g^o_s (x^o, z^o) = −2z^o + 2. (120) In accordance with the objective function and the plant output map, set x^o_∗ = 1, (121) and introduce a coordinate transformation:

x = x^o − 1, z = z^o. (122) Then, we can rewrite the feedback optimization system as ẋ = ρ^0_s(| − 2z + 2|)(−2z + 2) (123) ż = −(z − x − 1)^3, (124) which satisfies Assumption 1. The satisfaction of Assumption 2 can also be verified by defining V_s(x) = x^2, V_f (z, x) = (z − x − 1)^2, (125) and choosing

α_s(r) = α_s(r) = r^2, γ_s(r) = 4r, α_s(r) = 2r, (126)

α_f (r) = α_f (r) = r^2, α_f (r) = 2r^2, λ_f (r) = 2r^{12} . (127)

Set ρ_f (r) ≡ 1 and γ_s(r) = 4.41r. Then, condition (36) is satisfied with

ρ_s(r) = 0.99r^{32} . (128)

According to (74), we define

ĝ_s(r) = 6.2r^{12} , (129)

and according to (75), we choose

ρ^0_s(r) = 0.004r^2. (130)

With Theorem 3, the system (123)–(124) with (x, z) as the state is GAS at the equilibrium (0, 1), which guarantees the achievement of the feedback optimization objective.

If ρ^0_s takes a positive constant value (say, ρ^0_s(r) ≡ c > 0 for all r ≥ 0), then the closed-loop system is reduced to

ẋ = c(−2z + 2), ż = −(z − x)^3, (131)

of which, the locally linearized model at the equilibrium (x, z) = (1, 1) is unstable for any nonzero constant c.

C. Formation-Based Source Seeking

Consider the scenario in Section II-C. We make the following assumption on the objective function h. Assumption 7: There exist positive constants ω and ϑ such that

(p_1 − p_2)^T (∇h(p_1) − ∇h(p_2)) ≥ ω|p_1 − p_2|^2 (132) |∇h(p_1) − ∇h(p_2)| ≤ ϑ|p_1 − p_2| (133)

for any p_1, p_2 ∈ R^n .

Property (132) means that h is strongly convex and admits a unique minimizer:

p_∗ = argmin_{p∈Rn} h(p). (134)

To simplify the discussion, without loss of generality, we also assume p_∗ = 0.

Through an analysis based on the refined singular perturbation theorem, the following theorem shows the validity of the formation-based source-seeking algorithm in Section II-C.

Theorem 7: Consider a group of N mobile agents modeled by (19) with distributed controllers defined by (21), (22), (24), (25) and (26). Under Assumption 7, for any p_ϵ > 0, one can always find coefficients for the distributed controllers such that the closed-loop states keep bounded and the average position p_0 defined by (20) ultimately converges to the region such that |p_0| ≤ p_ϵ.

Proof: We show that the closed-loop system can be transformed into a singularly perturbed system in the form of (5)–(6) satisfying Assumptions 1 and 2. Then, Theorem 2 can be used to conclude the proof.

Step 1: The Closed-Loop System as a Singularly Perturbed System. To simplify the discussion, we consider the case in which for any i ≠ j, a_{ij} = a_{ji} = b_{ij} = b_{ji} and a_{ij} takes a value from {0, 1}. We use an undirected graph G to represent the interconnection topology, with the nodes corresponding to the agents and for any i ≠ j, the edge (i, j) exists if a_{ij} ≠ 0. It is assumed that G is connected.

It is a direct consequence that ∑_N i=1 v^f_i = 0, and thus the average position p_0 defined by (20) satisfies

ṗ_0 = − c_0 N N∑ i=1 σ (_N ∑ j=1 d_{j0}d^T_{j0} )_{−1} δ_i . (135)

For i = 1, . . . , N, define the formation control error of agent i as p̃_i = p_i − p_0 − d_{i0}. (136) The boundedness of σ guarantees the boundedness of p̃_i. Then, the gradient-estimation algorithm (25)–(26) can be rewritten as δ̇_i = −(δ_i − Nd_{i0}h(p_0 + d_{i0}) + w_i) −^N ∑ j=1 a_{ij} (q_i − q_j ) (137)

q̇_i = μ N∑ j=1 a_{ij}(δ_i − δ_j) (138)

for i = 1, . . . , N, with w_i = Nd_{i0}(h(p_0 + d_{i0}) − h(p_0 + d_{i0} + p̃_i)). (139) Define δ = [δ^T_1 , . . . , δ^T_N ]^T , q = [q^T_1 , . . . , q^T_N ]^T , (140) w = [w^T_1 , . . . , w^T_N ]^T , d_0 = [d^T_{10}, . . . , d^T_{N0}]^T . (141) The Laplacian of the graph G, denoted by L, is defined as L = [l_{ij} ]_{N×N} with l_{ii} = ∑ j≠i aij and l_{ij} = −a_{ij} for j ≠ i. Choose U_1 ∈ R^{N×(N−1)} such that U = [U_1, 1_N / √ N] is a unitary matrix, and define q̂ = (U^T_1 ⊗ I_n)q, L̄ = LU_1 and L̄_⊗ = L̄ ⊗ I_n. The connectivity of G guarantees that L̄^T_⊗L̄_⊗ is invertible. Then, from (137)–(138), we obtain a reduced-dimensional model of the gradient-estimation algorithm: δ̇ = −(δ − H(p_0) + w) − L̄_⊗q̂ (142) ^̇q = μL̄^T_⊗δ (143) where H(p_0) = N[h(p_0 + d_{10})d^T_{10}, . . . , h(p_0 + d_{N0})d^T_{N0}]^T . (144) Define φ(p_0) = [1^T_N ⊗ δ^T_e (p_0), q̂^T_e (p_0)]^T (145) with

δ_e(p_0) = N∑ i=1 d_{i0}h(p_0 + d_{i0}), (146)

q̂_e(p_0) = − (¯ L^T_⊗L̄_⊗ )_{−1}¯ L^T_⊗(δ_e(p_0) − H(p_0)). (147) Direct calculation verifies that for each fixed p_0, φ(p_0) is an equilibrium of the system (142)–(143) with w ≡ 0. The interconnected system composed of the average position system (135) and the gradient-esimtation system (142)–(143) is transformed into a singularly perturbed system in the form of (5)–(6) by defining x = p_0, z = [δ^T , q̂^T ]^T , (148) and g_s(x, z) = − 1 N N∑ i=1 σ (_N ∑ j=1 d_{j0}d^T_{j0} )_{−1} δ_i , (149)

g_f (z, x, w) = [ −I_{nN} −L̄_⊗ μL̄^T_⊗ 0 ] [ δ q̂ ] + [ H(p_0) − w 0 ] . (150)

Step 2: Satisfaction of Assumptions 1 and 2. The satisfaction of Assumption 1 can be directly checked through the discussion above. Now, we verify the satisfaction of Assumption 2 by studying the stability properties of the subsystems. Define

V_s(x) = 1 2 x^T x. (151)

Then, condition (29) is satisfied with α_s(s) = α_s(s) = s^2/2. To check the satisfaction of condition (30), we rewrite g_s as follows: g_s(x, z) = − 1 N N∑ i=1 σ (_N ∑ j=1 d_{j0}d^T_{j0} )_{−1} δ_i

= − 1 N N∑ i=1 σ (_N ∑ j=1 d_{j0}d^T_{j0} )_{−1} (δ_e(p_0) + δ_i − δ_e(p_0))

= − 1 N N∑ i=1 σ (_N ∑ j=1 d_{j0}d^T_{j0} )_{−1} (_N ∑ i=1 d_{i0}h(p_0 + d_{i0}) )

+ (_N ∑ j=1 d_{j0}d^T_{j0} )_{−1} (δ_i − δ_e(p_0))

. (152)

Moreover, with Lemma 1, we have N∑ i=1 d_{i0}h(p_0 + d_{i0}) = N∑ i=1 d_{i0}(h(p_0) + ∇^T h(p_0)d_{i0} + υ_i(p_0))

= N∑ i=1 d_{i0}(d^T_{i0}∇h(p_0) + υ_i(p_0))

= (_N ∑ i=1 d_{i0}d^T_{i0} ) ∇h(p_0) + N∑ i=1 d_{i0}υ_i(p_0) (153)

where |υ_i(p_0)| ≤ ῡ|d_{i0}|^2 with ῡ being a positive constant. Then, g_s(x, z) = − 1 N N∑ i=1 σ ∇h(p_0) + (_N ∑ j=1 d_{j0}d^T_{j0} )_{−1 N} ∑ i=1 d_{i0}υ_i(p_0)

+ (_N ∑ j=1 d_{j0}d^T_{j0} )_{−1} (δ_i − δ_e(p_0))

(154)

Denote Δ = (_N ∑ j=1 d_{j0}d^T_{j0} )_{−1 N} ∑ i=1 d_{i0}υ_i(p_0) + (_N ∑ j=1 d_{j0}d^T_{j0} )_{−1} (δ_i − δ_e(p_0)). (155)

Consider the case in which (1 − θ)ω|p_0| ≥ |Δ| (156) with θ being a constant satisfying 0 < θ < 1. In this case, if p_0 ≠ 0, using conditions (132) and (133), we have |∇h(p_0) + Δ| ≥ p^T_0 |p_0| (∇h(p_0) + Δ) ≥ θω|p_0|, (157)

|∇h(p_0) + Δ| ≤ (ϑ + (1 − θ)ω)|p_0|, (158) and thus, p^T_0 σ(∇h(p_0) + Δ)

= p^T_0 (∇h(p_0) + Δ) min { 1, 1 |∇h(p_0) + Δ| }

≥ ( p^T_0 ∇h(p_0) − max |Δ|≤(1−θ)ω|p_0| p^T_0 Δ ) min { 1, 1 (ϑ + (1 − θ)ω)|p_0| }

≥ ( ω|p_0|^2 − (1 − θ)ω|p_0|^2 ) min { 1, 1 (ϑ + (1 − θ)ω)|p_0| }

= min { θω|p_0|^2, θω|p_0| ϑ + (1 − θ)ω } . (159)

Define

d̄ = 2 (_N ∑ j=1 d_{j0}d^T_{j0} )_{−1 N} ∑ i=1 d_{i0}ῡ|d_{i0}|^2, (160)

k = 2 | | | | | N∑ j=1 d_{j0}d^T_{j0} | | | | | −1 . (161)

Recall that x = p_0 and V_s(x) = x^T x/2. The above mathematical derivation proves that V_s(x) ≥ 1 2(1 − θ)^2ω^2 max i=1,...,N {k^2|δ_i − δ_e(x)|, d̄^2} ⇒ ∂V_s(x) ∂x g_s(x, z) ≤ −α_s(V_s(x)) (162)

where

α_s(s) = min { 2θωs, θω √ 2s ϑ + (1 − θ)ω } (163)

for s ∈ R_+ . Recall the definitions of z and φ in (148) and (145), respectively. Condition (30) can be verified as long as V_f is positive definite and radially unbounded with respect to z − φ(x).

With z = [δ^T , q̂^T ]^T , g_f defined by (150) and the equilibrium map φ defined by (145), the dynamics of the z-subsystem can be rewritten as ż = A(z − φ(x)) + Bw (164) with A = [ −I_{nN} −L̄_⊗ μL̄^T_⊗ 0 ] , B = [ −I_{nN} 0 ] (165)

With L̄_⊗ being full column rank, we can prove that A is Hurwitz. This means the existence of a P = P^T > 0 such that

P A + A^T P = −I_{n(2N−1)}. (166)

Define

V_f (z, x) = (z − φ(x))^T P (z − φ(x)). (167)

Then, condition (31) is satisfied with α_f (s) = λ_{min}(P )s^2 and α_f (s) = λ_{max}(P )s^2. Moreover, ∂V_f (z, x) ∂z g_f (z, x, w) ≤ −c_1V_f (z, x) + c_2|w|^2 (168)

where c_1 = (1 − ø)/λ_{max}(P ) and c_2 = 1/(4ø) with constant 0 < ø < 1. Then, condition (32) is satisfied by choosing

χ_f (s) = c_2 c_1 − c_3 s^2, α_f (s) = c_3s (169)

with constant c_3 satisfying 0 < c_3 < c_1. Moreover, direct calculation gurantees the satisfaction of condition (33) with λ_{f1}(r) = λ^c_{f1}r and λ_{f2}(r) = λ^c_{f2}r for r ≥ 0, where λ^c_{f1} and λ^c_{f2} are positive constants.

With g_s in the form of (152), one may choose σ arbitrarily small to guarantee the existence of c_0 > 0 to satisfy condition (47). With Theorem 2, it can be concluded that the closed-loop system is ISS with d̄ and w as the inputs. Moreover, from the technical derivations above, it can be recognized that d̄ and the upper bound of |w| can be rendered arbitrarily small but the corresponding gains keep unchanged by appropriately choosing the coefficients of the source-seeking algorithm. This ends the proof of Theorem 7. VII. CONCLUSIONS This paper has presented a generalization of singular perturbation theory, in which state-dependent perturbation functions replace perturbation coefficients, aiming to address time scales that depend on system states. This new framework has been shown to be beneficial in resolving input-to-state stabilization problems for singularly perturbed nonlinear systems. The main results are proved by using ISS methods and the nonlinear small-gain theorem. We anticipate that the new theory will be further developed to cover various practical scenarios in hierarchical, distributed, and cascade systems, and contribute to the development of emerging control architectures.

Extensions with boundary-layer subsystems possessing time-varying integral manifolds [75], [76] would be beneficial for refined designs of adaptive and learning systems [77], [78], [79], [80]. The fruitful results combining averaging and singular perturbation techniques also motivate further theoretical developments with perturbation functions. Furthermore, it would be of both theoretical and practical interest to explore the generalized singular perturbation theory for systems that involve nonsmooth or hybrid dynamics, using the tools presented in [81], [82], [83], [84].

APPENDIX A INPUT-TO-STATE STABILITY (ISS) AND THE NONLINEAR SMALL-GAIN THEOREM This section reviews the basic notions and results of ISS and the nonlinear small-gain theorem. The initial development of ISS and the ISS small-gain theorem can be found in [41] and [46], respectively. For tutorials, one can refer to [85] and [86].

Consider a nonlinear system:

ẋ = f(x, d) (170) where x ∈ R^n is the state, d ∈ R^m represents the disturbance input, f : R^n × R^m → R^n is locally Lipschitz. It is assumed that d is measurable and locally essentially bounded.

Definition 1: The system (170) is said to be input-to-state stable (ISS), if there exist β ∈ KL and χ ∈ K such that for any initial state x(0) and any input d, |x(t)| ≤ max{β(|x(0)|, t), χ(‖d‖_∞)} (171) holds for all t ≥ 0.

Theorem 8: The system (170) is ISS, if it admits a continuously differentiable ISS-Lyapunov function V : R^n → R_+ , for which, there exist α, α ∈ K_∞, γ ∈ K and α ∈ PD such that α(|x|) ≤ V (x) ≤ α(|x|) (172) for all x ∈ R^n , and V (x) ≥ γ(|d|) ⇒ ∂V (x) ∂x f(x, d) ≤ −α(V (x)) (173) for all x ∈ R^n and d ∈ R^m .

An interconnection of two ISS subsystems with states x_1 ∈ R^{n1} and x_2 ∈ R^{n2} can be grouped together in the form of (170), with x = [x^T_1 , x^T_2 ]^T and n = n_1 + n_2. We assume that each subsystem admits an ISS-like Lyapunov function.

Assumption 8: For i = 1, 2, there exist continuously differentiable functions V_i : R^n → R_+ satisfying α_i(|x_i|) ≤ V_i(x) ≤ α_i(|x_i|) (174) V_i(x) ≥ max {γ_i(V_{3−i}(x)), χ_i(|d|)} ⇒ ∂V_i(x) ∂x f(x, d) ≤ −α_i(V_i(x)) (175)

for all x ∈ R^n and d ∈ R^m , with α_i, α_i, γ_i, χ_i ∈ K_∞ and α_i ∈ PD.

The Lyapunov-based ISS small-gain theorem given below plays a vital role in the Lyapunov-based small-gain analysis in this paper.

Theorem 9: Under Assumption 8, the system (170) is ISS with x as the state and d as the input, if the small-gain condition γ_1 ∘ γ_2 < Id (176) is satisfied. Moreover, under the small-gain condition, V (x) = max {V_1(x), σ(V_2(x))} (177) with σ ∈ K_∞ being continuously differentiable on (0, ∞) and satisfying γ_1 < σ < γ^{−1}_2 , is positive definite and radially unbounded with respect to x, and satisfies V (x) ≥ χ(|d|) ⇒ ∂V (x) ∂x f(x, d) ≤ −α(V (x)) (178) wherever V is differentiable, with χ(r) = max{χ_1(r), σ ∘ χ_2(r)} for r ≥ 0, and α ∈ PD.

Slightly different from [52], Theorem 9 considers the case in which V_i possibly depends on x_{3−i}. Nevertheless, the techniques in [52] are still valid to prove Theorem 9.

APPENDIX B A TECHNICAL LEMMA ON FIRST-ORDER APPROXIMATION OF CONTINUOUSLY DIFFERENTIABLE FUNCTIONS The following lemma is employed to develop the formation-based source-seeking algorithm using the refined singular perturbation theorem.

Lemma 1: Consider a continuously differentiable function h : R^n → R. Suppose that there exists a positive constant ϑ such that

|∇h(ξ_1) − ∇h(ξ_2)| ≤ ϑ|ξ_1 − ξ_2| (179)

for all ξ_1, ξ_2 ∈ R^n . Then,

|h(ξ_1) − h(ξ_2) − ∇h(ξ_1)(ξ_1 − ξ_2)| ≤ ϑ|ξ_1 − ξ_2|^2 (180)

holds for all ξ_1, ξ_2 ∈ R^n .

Proof: For any ξ_1, ξ_2 ∈ R^n , the differential mean-value theorem [87] guarantees the existence of 0 ≤ b_i ≤ 1 for i = 1, 2, · · · , n such that

h(ξ_1) − h(ξ_2) = ∇h(ξ_1 + (I_n − b)(ξ_1 − ξ_2))(ξ_1 − ξ_2) (181)

with b = diag{b_1, b_2, · · · , b_n}. Denote ξ̃ = ξ_1 − ξ_2. Then, under condition (179), it follows that

|h(ξ_1) − h(ξ_2) − ∇h(ξ_1)(ξ_1 − ξ_2)| = |∇h(ξ_1 + (I_n − b)ξ̃)ξ̃ − ∇h(ξ_1)ξ̃| ≤ |∇h(ξ_1 + (I_n − b)ξ̃) − ∇h(ξ_1)||ξ̃| ≤ ϑ|I_n − b||ξ̃|^2 ≤ ϑ|ξ̃|^2. (182)

This ends the proof of Lemma 1.

REFERENCES

[1] P. V. Kokotović, “Applications of singular perturbation techniques to control problems,” SIAM Review, vol. 4, pp. 501–550, 1984. [2] A. Tikhonov, “On the dependence of the solutions of differential equations on a small parameter,” Matematicheskii Sbornik, vol. 22, pp. 193–204, 1948.

[3] N. Levinson, “Perturbations of discontinuous solutions of non-linear systems of differential equations,” Acta Mathematica, vol. 82, pp.

71–106, 1950.

[4] W. Wasow, Asymptotic Expansions for Ordinary Differential Equations. Wiley-Interscience, 1965. [5] F. Hoppensteadt, “Singular perturbations on the infinite interval,” Transactions of the American Mathematical Society, vol. 123, pp.

521–535, 1966.

[6] T. Yoshizawa, Stability Theory by Liapunov’s Second Method. The Mathematical Society of Japan, 1966. [7] W. Hahn, Stability of Motion. Springer-Verlag, 1967.

[8] P. Habets, “A consistency theorem of singular perturbations of differential equations,” SIAM Journal on Applied Mathematics, vol. 26, pp. 136–153, 1974.

[9] A. Saberi and H. K. Khalil, “Quadratic-type Lyapunov functions for singularly perturbed systems,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. AC-29, pp. 542–550, 1984.

[10] P. Kokotović, H. K. Khalil, and J. O’Reilly, Singular Perturbation Methods in Control: Analysis and Design. Academic Press, 1986. [11] R. E. O’Malley, Jr., Singular Perturbation Methods for Ordinary Differential Equations. Springer-Verlag, 1991. [12] A. Isidori, Nonlinear Control Systems, 3rd ed. Springer, 1995. [13] H. K. Khalil, Nonlinear Systems, 3rd ed. NJ: Prentice-Hall, 2002.

[14] A. R. Teel, L. Moreau, and D. Nešić, “A unified framework for input-to-state stability in systems with two time scales,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 48, pp. 1526–1544, 2003.

[15] D. Del Vecchio and J.-J. E. Slotine, “A contraction theory approach to singularly perturbed systems,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 58, pp. 752–757, 2013.

[16] E. Fridman, “Singular perturbations in infinite-dimensional control systems,” Automatica, vol. 38, pp. 897–902, 2002. [17] T. Donchev and A. L. Dontchev, “Singular perturbations in infinite-dimensional control systems,” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, vol. 42, pp. 1795–1812, 2003.

[18] Y. M. Kabanov and S. M. Pergamenshchikov, “On convergence of attainability sets for controlled twoscale stochastic linear systems,” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, vol. 35, pp. 134–159, 1997.

[19] J. W. Wang, Q. Zhang, and G. Yin, “Two-time-scale hybrid filters: near optimality,” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, vol. 45, pp. 298–319, 2006.

[20] C. Yang, Q. Zhang, J. Sun, and T. Chai, “Lur’e Lyapunov function and absolute stability criterion for Lur’e singularly perturbed systems,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 56, pp. 2666–2671, 2011.

[21] Y. Tang, C. Prieur, and A. Girard, “Singular perturbation approximation of linear hyperbolic systems of balance laws,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 61, pp. 3031–3037, 2016.

[22] W.-H. Chen, G. Yuan, and W. X. Zheng, “Robust stability of singularly perturbed impulsive systems under nonlinear perturbation,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 58, pp. 168–174, 2013.

[23] J. Shinar, “On applications of singular perturbation techniques in nonlinear optimal control,” Automatica, vol. 19, pp. 203–211, 1983. [24] K.-K. Young, P. Kokotovic, and V. Utkin, “A singular perturbation analysis of high-gain feedback systems,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 22, pp. 931–938, 1977.

[25] P. Sannuti, “Direct singular perturbation analysis of high-gain and cheap control problems,” Automatica, vol. 19, pp. 41–51, 1983. [26] R. Marino, “High-gain feedback in non-linear control systems,” International Journal of Control, vol. 42, pp. 1369–1385, 1985. [27] B. Riedle and P. Kokotovic, “Integral manifolds of slow adaptation,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 31, pp. 316–324, 1986.

[28] P. Ioannou and P. Kokotović, “Decentralized adaptive control of interconnected systems with reduced-order models,” Automatica, vol. 21, pp. 401–412, 1985.

[29] M. Krstić and H.-H. Wang, “Stability of extremum seeking feedback for general nonlinear dynamic systems,” Automatica, vol. 36, pp.

595–601, 2000.

[30] A. I. Klimushchev and N. N. Krasovskii, “Uniform asymptotic stability of systems of differential equations with a small parameter in the derivative terms,” Journal of Applied Mathematics and Mechanics, vol. 25, pp. 1011–1025, 1961.

[31] F. Hoppensteadt, “Asymptotic stability in singular perturbation problems,” Journal of Differential Equations, vol. 4, pp. 350–358, 1968. [32] M. Corless and L. Glielmo, “On the exponential stability of singularly perturbed systems,” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, vol. 30, pp. 1338–1360, 1992.

[33] M. Corless, F. Garofalo, and L. Glielmo, “New results on composite control of singularly perturbed uncertain linear systems,” Automatica, vol. 29, pp. 387–400, 1993.

[34] I. Subotić, D. Groß, M. Colombino, and F. Dörfler, “A Lyapunov framework for nested dynamical systems on multiple time scales with application to converter-based power systems,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 66, pp. 5909–5924, 2021.

[35] F. Watbled, “On singular perturbations for differential inclusions on the infinite interval,” Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications, vol. 310, pp. 362–378, 2005.

[36] E. D. Sontag and Y. Wang, “On characterizations of the input-to-state stability property,” Systems & Control Letters, vol. 24, pp.

351–359, 1995.

[37] Y. Lin, E. D. Sontag, and Y. Wang, “A smooth converse Lyapunov theorem for robust stability,” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, vol. 34, pp. 124–160, 1996.

[38] F. Clarke, Y. Ledyaev, and R. Stern, “Asymptotic stability and smooth Lyapunov functions,” Journal of Differential Equations, vol.

149, pp. 69–114, 1998.

[39] P. Christofides and A. R. Teel, “Singular perturbation and input-to-state stability,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 41, pp. 1645–1650, 1996.

[40] L. Moreau and D. Aeyels, “Practical stability and stabilization,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 45, pp. 1554–1558, 2000.

[41] E. D. Sontag, “Smooth stabilization implies coprime factorization,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 34, pp. 435–443, 1989.

[42] E. D. Sontag and Y. Wang, “New characterizations of input-to-state stability,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 41, pp.

1283–1294, 1996.

[43] P. Forni and D. Angeli, “Perturbation theory and singular perturbations for input-to-state multistable systems on manifolds,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 64, pp. 3555–3570, 2019.

[44] G. Zames, “On the input-output stability of time-varying nonlinear feedback systems–Part I,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. AC-11, pp. 228–238, 1966.

[45] I. M. Y. Mareels and D. J. Hill, “Monotone stability of nonlinear feedback systems,” Journal of Mathematical Systems, Estimation, and Control, vol. 2, pp. 215–291, 1992.

[46] Z. P. Jiang, A. R. Teel, and L. Praly, “Small-gain theorem for ISS systems and applications,” Mathematics of Control, Signals and Systems, vol. 7, pp. 95–120, 1994.

[47] A. Teel and L. Praly, “Tools for semi-global stabilization by partial state and output feedback,” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, vol. 33, pp. 1443–1488, 1995.

[48] Y. Tan, D. Nešić, and I. Mareels, “On non-local stability properties of extremum seeking control,” Automatica, vol. 42, pp. 889–903, 2006.

[49] M. Haring and T. A. Johansen, “Asymptotic stability of perturbation-based extremum-seeking control for nonlinear plants,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 62, pp. 2302–2317, 2017.

[50] L. Hazeleger, M. Haring, and N. van de Wouw, “Extremum-seeking control for optimization of time-varying steady-state responses of nonlinear systems,” Automatica, vol. 119, p. 109068, 2020.

[51] Q. Wang, Z. Qin, T. Liu, and Z. P. Jiang, “Extremum seeking for nonlinear uncertain systems: a small-gain synthesis,” in Proceedings of the 2020 IFAC World Congress, 2020, pp. 5411–5416.

[52] Z. P. Jiang, I. M. Y. Mareels, and Y. Wang, “A Lyapunov formulation of the nonlinear small-gain theorem for interconnected ISS systems,” Automatica, vol. 32, no. 8, pp. 1211–1215, 1996.

[53] C. A. Desoer and C.-A. Lin, “Tracking and disturbance rejection of MIMO nonlinear systems with PI controller,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. AC-30, pp. 861–867, 1985.

[54] J. W. Simpson-Porco, “Analysis and synthesis of low-gain integral controllers for nonlinear systems,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 66, pp. 4148–4159, 2021.

[55] P. Lorenzetti and G. Weiss, “Saturating PI control of stable nonlinear systems using singular perturbations,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, p. early access, 2022.

[56] A. Jokić, M. Lazar, and P. V. den Bosch, “On constrained steady-state regulation: Dynamic KKT controllers,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 54, pp. 2250–2254, 2009.

[57] J. Wang and N. Elia, “A control perspective for centralized and distributed convex optimization,” in Proceedings of the 50th IEEE Conference on Decision and Control and European Control Conference, 2011, pp. 3800–3805.

[58] G. Francois and D. Bonvin, “Measurement-based real-time optimization of chemical processes,” in Control and Optimisation of Process Systems. Academic Press, 2013, ch. 8.

[59] C. Zhao, U. Topcu, N. Li, and S. Low, “Design and stability of loadside primary frequency control in power systems,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 59, pp. 1177–1189, 2014.

[60] F. D. Brunner, H.-B. Durr, and C. Ebenbauer, “Feedback design for multiagent systems: A saddle point approach,” in Proceedings of the 51st IEEE Conference on Decision and Control, 2016, pp. 3783–3789.

[61] F. Dörfler, J. W. Simpson-Porco, and F. Bullo, “Breaking the hierarchy: Distributed control and economic optimality in microgrids,” IEEE Transactions on Control of Network Systems, vol. 3, pp. 241–253, 2016.

[62] L. Gan and S. H. Low, “An online gradient algorithm for optimal power flow on radial networks,” IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, vol. 34, pp. 625–638, 2016.

[63] Y. Tang, K. Dvijotham, and S. Low, “Real-time optimal power flow,” IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid, vol. 8, pp. 2963–2973, 2017. [64] D. K. Molzahn, F. Dörfler, H. Sandberg, S. H. Low, S. Chakrabarti, R. Baldick, and J. Lavaei, “A survey of distributed optimization and control algorithms for electric power systems,” IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid, vol. 8, pp. 2941–2962, 2017.

[65] E. Dall’Anese and A. Simonetto, “Optimal power flow pursuit,” IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid, vol. 9, pp. 942–952, 2018. [66] C.-Y. Chang, M. Colombino, J. Cortés, and E. Dall’Anese, “Saddle-flow dynamics for distributed feedback-based optimization,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 3, pp. 948–953, 2019.

[67] M. Colombino, E. Dall’Anese, and A. Bernstein, “Online optimization as a feedback controller: stability and tracking,” IEEE Transactions on Control of Network Systems, vol. 7, pp. 422–432, 2020.

[68] A. Hauswirth, S. Bolognani, H. Hug, and F. Dörfler, “Timescale separation in autonomous optimization,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 66, pp. 611–624, 2021.

[69] D. Krishnamoorthy and S. Skogestad, “Real-time optimization as a feedback control problem – a review,” Computers and Chemical Engineering, vol. 161, p. 107723, 2022.

[70] T. Liu, Z. Qin, Y. Hong, and Z. P. Jiang, “Distributed optimization of nonlinear multi-agent systems: a small-gain approach,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 67, pp. 676–691, 2022.

[71] M. J. Powell, “Variable metric methods for constrained optimization,” in Mathematical Programming: The State of the Art, A. Bachem, B. Korte, and M. Grötschel, Eds. Springer, 1983, pp. 288–311.

[72] S. Boyd and L. Vandenberghe, Convex Optimization. Cambridge University Press, 2004.

[73] F. Zhang and N. E. Leonard, “Cooperative filters and control for cooperative exploration,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 55, pp. 650–663, 2010.

[74] Y. Nesterov, Introductory Lectures on Convex Optimization: A Basic Course. Springer, 2004.

[75] M. Balachandra and P. R. Sethna, “A generalization of the method of averaging for systems with two time scales,” Archive for Rational Mechanics and Analysis, vol. 58, pp. 261–283, 1975.

[76] J. K. Hale, Ordinary Differential Equations. Krieger, 1980.

[77] L. Ljung, “Analysis of recursive stochastic algorithms,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. AC-22, pp. 551–575, 1977. [78] B. D. O. Anderson, R. R. Bitmead, C. R. Johnson, Jr., P. V. Kokotovic, R. L. Kosut, I. M. Y. Mareels, L. Praly, and B. D. Riedle, Stability of Adaptive Systems: Passivity and Averaging Analysis. MIT Press, 1986.

[79] V. Solo and X. Kong, Adaptive Signal Processing Algorithms: Stability and Performance. Prentice-Hall, 1995. [80] S. Sastry and M. Bodson, Adaptive Control. Prentice-Hall, 1989.

[81] F. H. Clarke, Y. S. Ledyaev, R. J. Stern, and R. R. Wolenski, Nonsmooth Analysis and Control Theory. Springer, 1998. [82] R. Goebel, R. G. Sanfelice, and A. R. Teel, Hybrid Dynamical Systems: Modeling, Stability, and Robustness. Princeton University Press, 2012.

[83] R. Sanfelice and A. R. Teel, “On singular perturbations due to fast actuators in hybrid control systems,” Automatica, vol. 47, pp.

692–701, 2011.

[84] W. Wang, A. R. Teel, and D. Nešić, “Analysis for a class of singularly perturbed hybrid systems via averaging,” Automatica, vol. 48, pp. 1057–1068, 2012.

[85] E. D. Sontag, “Input to state stability: Basic concepts and results,” in Nonlinear and Optimal Control Theory, P. Nistri and G. Stefani, Eds. Berlin: Springer-Verlag, 2007, pp. 163–220.

[86] Z. P. Jiang and T. Liu, “Small-gain theory for stability and control of dynamical networks: A survey,” Annual Reviews in Control, vol. 46, pp. 58–79, 2018.

[87] W. Rudin, Principles of Mathematical Analysis, 3rd ed. McGraw-Hill, 1976.