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Abstract: The last decade has witnessed an increased interest in physical systems controlled over
wireless networks (networked control systems). These systems allow the computation of control
signals via processors that are not attached to the physical systems, and the feedback loops are closed
over wireless networks. The contribution of this paper is to design and analyze event-triggered
decentralized and distributed adaptive control architectures for uncertain networked large-scale
modular systems; that is, systems consist of physically-interconnected modules controlled over
wireless networks. Specifically, the proposed adaptive architectures guarantee overall system stability
while reducing wireless network utilization and achieving a given system performance in the presence
of system uncertainties that can result from modeling and degraded modes of operation of the
modules and their interconnections between each other. In addition to the theoretical findings
including rigorous system stability and the boundedness analysis of the closed-loop dynamical
system, as well as the characterization of the effect of user-defined event-triggering thresholds and
the design parameters of the proposed adaptive architectures on the overall system performance,
an illustrative numerical example is further provided to demonstrate the efficacy of the proposed
decentralized and distributed control approaches.

Keywords: large-scale modular systems; networked control systems; uncertain dynamical systems;
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1. Introduction

The design and implementation of decentralized and distributed architectures for controlling
complex, large-scale systems is a nontrivial control engineering task involving the consideration
of components interacting with the physical processes to be controlled. In particular, large-scale
systems are characterized by a large number of highly coupled components exchanging matter, energy
or information and have become ubiquitous given the recent advances in embedded sensor and
computation technologies. Examples of such systems include, but are not limited to, multi-vehicle
systems, communication systems, power systems, process control systems and water systems (see, for
example, [1-6] and the references therein). This paper concentrates on an important class of large-scale
systems; namely, large-scale modular systems that consist of physically-interconnected and generally
heterogeneous modules.
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1.1. Motivation and Literature Review

Two sweeping generalizations can be made about large-scale modular systems. The first is that
their complex structure and large-scale nature yield to inaccurate mathematical module models, since it
is a challenge to precisely model each module of a large-scale system and the interconnections between
these modules. As a consequence, the discrepancies between the modules and their mathematical
models, that is system uncertainties, result in the degradation of overall system stability and the
performance of the large-scale modular systems. To this end, adaptive control methodologies [7-13]
offer an important capability for this class of dynamical systems to learn and suppress the effect of
system uncertainties resulting from modeling and degraded modes of operation, and hence, they offer
system stability and desirable closed-loop system performance in the presence of system uncertainties
without excessively relying on mathematical models.

The second generalization about large-scale modular systems is that these systems are often
controlled over wireless networks, and hence, the communication costs between the modules and their
remote processors increase proportionally with the increase in the number of modules and often the
interconnection between these modules. To this end, event-triggered control methodologies [14-16]
offer new control execution paradigms that relax the fixed periodic demand of computational resources
and allow for the aperiodic exchange of sensor and actuator information with the remote processor to
reduce overall communication cost over a wireless network. Note that adaptive control methodologies
and event-triggered control methodologies are often studied separately in the literature, where it is of
practical importance to theoretically integrate these two approaches to guarantee system stability and
the desirable closed-loop system performance of uncertain large-scale modular systems with reduced
communication costs over wireless networks, which is the main focus of this paper.

More specifically, the authors of [6,17-23] proposed decentralized and distributed adaptive control
architectures for large-scale systems; however, these approaches do not make any attempts to reduce
the overall communication cost over wireless networks using, for example, event-triggered control
methodologies. In addition, the authors of [24-30] present decentralized and distributed control
architectures with event triggering; however, these approaches do not consider adaptive control
architectures and assume perfect models of the processes to be controlled; hence, they are not practical
for large-scale modular systems with significant system uncertainties. Only the authors of [31-36]
present event-triggered adaptive control approaches for uncertain dynamical systems. In particular,
the authors of [31,32] consider data transmission from a physical system to the controller, but not
vice versa, while developing their adaptive control approaches to deal with system uncertainties.
On the other hand, the adaptive control architectures of the authors in [33-36] consider two-way
data transmission over wireless networks; that is, from a physical system to the controller and from
the controller to this physical system. However, none of these approaches can be directly applied
to large-scale modular systems. This is due to the fact that large-scale modular systems require
decentralized and distributed architectures, and direct application of the results in [31-36] to this
class of systems can result in centralized architectures, which is not practically desired due to the
large-scale nature of modular systems. To summarize, there do not exist resilient adaptive control
architectures for large-scale systems in the literature to deal with system uncertainties while reducing
the communication costs between the models and their remote processors.

1.2. Contribution

The contribution of this paper is to design and analyze event-triggered decentralized and
distributed adaptive control architectures for uncertain large-scale systems controlled over wireless
networks. Specifically, the proposed decentralized and distributed adaptive architectures of this
paper guarantee overall system stability while reducing wireless network utilization and achieving a
given system performance in the presence of system uncertainties that can result from modeling and
degraded modes of operation of the modules and their interconnections between each other. From
a theoretical viewpoint, the proposed event-triggered adaptive architectures here can be viewed
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as a significant generalization of our prior work documented in [35,36] to large-scale modular
systems, which consider a state emulator-based adaptive control methodology with robustness
against high-frequency oscillations in the controller response [10,13,37-42]. In this generalization,
we also adopt necessary tools and methods from [6,23] on decentralized and distributed adaptive
controller construction for large-scale modular systems. In addition to the theoretical findings
including rigorous system stability and boundedness analysis of the closed-loop dynamical system
and the characterization of the effect of user-defined event-triggering thresholds, as well as the design
parameters of the proposed adaptive architectures on the overall system performance, an illustrative
numerical example is further provided to demonstrate the efficacy of the proposed decentralized and
distributed control approaches.

1.3. Organization

The contents of the paper are as follows. In Section 2, we consider an event-triggered decentralized
adaptive control approach for large-scale modular systems, where the considered approach assumes
that physically-interconnected modules cannot communicate with each other for exchanging
their state information. Specifically, Theorem 1 and Corollaries 1-4 show the main results of
Section 2 subject to some structural conditions on the parameters of the large-scale modular systems
and the proposed event-triggered decentralized control architecture (see Assumptions 4 and 5).
In Section 3, we consider an event-triggered distributed adaptive control approach in Theorem 2 and
Corollaries 5-7 for getting rid of such structural conditions, where the considered approach assumes
that physically-interconnected modules can locally communicate with each other for exchanging their
state information. Finally, the illustrative numerical example is presented in Section 4, and conclusions
are summarized in Section 5.

1.4. Notation

The notation used in this paper is fairly standard. Specifically, R denotes the set of real numbers;
R" denotes the set of n x 1 real column vectors; R"*" denotes the set of n x m real matrices; R
denotes the set of positive real numbers; R"*" denotes the set of n x 1 positive-definite real matrices;
S™*" denotes the set of n X n symmetric real matrices; D"*" denotes the set of n x n real matrices
with diagonal scalar entries; (-)T denotes transpose; (-)~! denotes inverse; tr(-) denotes the trace
operator; diag(a) denotes the diagonal matrix with the vector a on its diagonal; and “£” denotes
equality by definition. In addition, we write A (A) (respectively, Amax(A)) for the minimum and
respectively maximum eigenvalue of the Hermitian matrix A, || - || for the Euclidean norm and || - ||g
for the Frobenius matrix norm. Furthermore, we use “\/” for the “or” logic operator and “(-)” for the
“not” logic operator.

We adopt graphs [43] to encode physical interactions and communications between modules.
In particular, an undirected graph G is defined by Vg = {1,--- , N} of nodes and a set &g € Vg x Vg
of edges. If (i,]) € &g, then the nodes i and j are neighbors, and the neighboring relation is indicated
with i ~ j. The degree of a node is given by the number of its neighbors, where d; denotes the degree
of node i. Lastly, the adjacency matrix of a graph G, A(G) € RN*N is given by:

1, if(i,j) € &

[A(g)]ij = { 0, otherwise ™

2. Event-Triggered Decentralized Adaptive Control

In this section, we introduce an event-triggered decentralized adaptive control architecture,
where it is assumed that physically-interconnected modules cannot communicate with each other.
For organizational purposes, this section is broken up into two subsections. Specifically, we first briefly
overview a standard decentralized adaptive control architecture without event-triggering and then
present the proposed event-triggered decentralized adaptive control approach, which includes rigorous
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stability and performance analyses with no Zeno behavior and generalizations to the state emulator
case for suppressing the effect of possible high-frequency oscillations in the controller response.

2.1. Overview of a Standard Decentralized Adaptive Control Architecture without Event-Triggering

Consider an uncertain large-scale modular system S consisting of N interconnected modules S;,
i € Vg, given by:

S;: %i(t) = Aixi(t) + Bi | Ajui(t) + Ai (xi(1)) + ) 83i(x;(1) |, xi(0) = xip )
i~
where x;(t) € R" is the state of S;, u;(t) € R™ is the control input applied to S;, A; € R"*",
Bi(t) € R™*™i are known matrices and the pair (4;, B;) is controllable. In addition, A; € R'"*™ 0 Dmixmi
is an unknown module control effectiveness matrix; A; : R" — R™ represents matched module
bounded uncertainties; and J;; : R"i — R™ represents matched unknown physical interconnections
with respect to module j, j € Vg, such that (i, ) € &g.

Assumption 1. The unknown module uncertainty is parameterized as:
Bi(xi(1)) = WoiBi(xi()), x; € R" ®)

where Wy; € R$*™i is an unknown weight matrix, which satisfies ||W,;||r < wf, wf € Ry, and B;(x;(t)) :
R" — R3i is a known Lipschitz continuous basis function vector satisfying:

[1Bi(x1i) — Bi(x2i) [| < Lgillx1i — xai| (4)
with Lg; € R
Assumption 2. The function 6;;(x;(t)) in Equation (2) satisfies:
05D < gl (B, @ >0, x € B ®

Next, consider the reference model S;; capturing a desired closed-loop performance for module i,
i € Vg given by:

S Xri(t) = Apixyi(t) + Brici(t),  x:(0) = xyig (6)

where x,;(t) € R" is the reference state vector of Sy;, ¢;(t) € R™ is a given bounded command of S,;,
Ay € R"*"i js the reference system matrix and B,; € R"*" is the command input matrix.

Assumption 3. There exist Ky; € R™*" gnd Ky; € R™*™i such that A,; = A; — B;jKy; and B,; = B;Ky;
hold with A,; being Hurwitz.
Using Assumptions 1 and 3, Equation (2) can be equivalently written as:

Xi(t) = Apnxi(t) + Brici(t) + Bil\; [”i(t) + Wl (xi(t)rci(t))} +B; ) 6ij(xj(1)) @)

i~j

A —1yA/T —1¢T “1pr]T (gi+ni+m;)xm; 3 ; ;
where W; = [Ai Wy, AKy; A Kz:} € RiTHiTmi)>xMi js the unknown weight matrix and

oi ’/
oi(xi(t),ci(t)) = [BH(xi(t)), xF(t), c;r(t)]T € R&Tmtm  Motivated from the structure of the
uncertain terms appearing in Equation (7), let the decentralized adaptive feedback controller of
Si, i € Vg, be given by:

~

C: ui(t) £ =W;(t)To; (x;(t), ci(t)) ®)
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where W;(t) is an estimate of W; satisfying the update law:

~

Wi(t) £ +,Proj,, {Wi(f) , 07 (xi(t),ci(t)) (xi(t) — xri(t))TPiBz}/ W;(0) = Wi ©)

where Proj,, denotes the projection operator defined for matrices [10,35,44,45], 7; € Ry being the
learning rate and P; € R’} M M S"i*Mi being a solution of the Lyapunov equation:

0= ALP, + DA, + R; (10)

with R; € R N §"*". Now, letting:
ei(t) = xi(t) — xyi(t) (11)
Wi(t) £ Wi(t) — W; (12)

and using Equations (6) and (7), the module-level closed-loop error dynamics are given by:

éi(t) = Anei(t) — BIAWI (8)o; (xi(1), ¢i(t)) + Bi Y dij(x;(t)),  eit) = e (13)

i~j
2.2. Proposed Event-Triggered Decentralized Adaptive Control Architecture

We now present the proposed event-triggered decentralized adaptive control architecture for
large-scale modular systems, which reduces wireless network utilization and allows a desirable
command tracking performance during the two-way data exchange between the module §;, i € Vg,
and its local controller C;, over a wireless network. For this objective, we utilize event-triggering
control theory to schedule the data exchange dependent on errors exceeding user-defined thresholds.
Specifically, the module sends its state signal to its local adaptive controller only when a predefined
event occurs. The k;-th time instants of the state transmission of the module are represented by the
monotonic sequence {s, }’::1’ where s, € R. The local controller uses this triggered module state
signal to compute the control signal using adaptive control architecture. In addition, the local controller
sends the updated feedback control input to the module only when another predefined event occurs.
The j;-th time instants of the feedback control transmission are then represented by the monotonic
sequence {7;, };o:l, where 7;, € R4. As depicted in Figure 1, each module state signal and its local
control input are held by a zero-order-hold operator (ZOH) until the next triggering event for the
corresponding signal takes place. The delay in sampling, data transmission and computation is not
considered in this paper. Consider the uncertain dynamical module i given by:

Si: %i(t) = Ajxi(t) + B;

Ajugi(t) + 8 (xi(t)) + Z‘Sij(xj(t))] , xi(0) = xo (14)

i~j

where ug;(t) € R™ is the sampled control input vector. Using Assumptions 1 and 3, Equation (14) can
be equivalently written as:

%(t) = Agxi(t) + Buci(t) + BiA; [usi(t) + Wi, (xi(t),xsi(t),ci(t))} + B Y6 (x(1)

i~j

+BiN (usi(t) — ui(t)) + BiKyi(xsi(t) — x;(t)) (15)

where xg;(f) € R" is the sampled state vector, o; (x;(t), x5 (), ci(t)) = [BF (x;(t)) , xL(t), c,.T(t)}T € Ri+mi+m;,
Now, let the adaptive feedback control law be given by:

~

Ci: ui(t) = —Wi(t)To; (xgi(t), ci(t)) (16)
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where 0; (x5i(t),ci(t)) = [B(xsi(t)) , xL(t), c;-r(t)]Te R8i+7+Mi and W;(t) satisfies the weight
update law:

~

Wi(t) = 7iProj,, [Wi(t) , 0i (xsi(t)rci(t))egi(t)PiBz}r Wi (0) = Wy (17)
with eg;(t) £ x4 (t) — x;(t) € R" being the error of the triggered module state vector. Note that
using Equation (16), Equation (15) can be rewritten as:

1i(#) =Axi(t) + Brici(t) — BiAW[ (1)o7 (xgi(t), ci(t)) — Biigi(+) + Bi Y i (x; ()

i~j

+ BiAi(usi(t) — u;i(t)) + BiKy;(xsi(t) — x;(t)) (18)

where g;(-) £ W [0; (x5i(t), i (t)) — 07 (xi(t), x5i(t), ci(t))], and using Equations (18) and (6), we can
write the module error dynamics as:

éi(t) =Avei(t) — BiNWT (80 (x5i(t), ci(t)) — BiAigi(-) + Bi Y 6ij(x;(£)) + Bili(usi(t) — u;(t))

i~

+ BiKyi(xgi(t) — x;(t)) (19)

The proposed event-triggered decentralized adaptive control algorithm is based on the two-way
data exchange structure depicted in Figure 1, where the local controller generates u;(t) and the
uncertain dynamical module is driven by the sampled version of its local control signal ug;(t)
depending on an event-triggering mechanism. Similarly, the local controller utilizes x;(t) that
represents the sampled version of the uncertain dynamical module state x;(t) depending on an
event-triggering mechanism. For this purpose, let €,; € R be a given, user-defined sensing threshold
to allow for data transmission from the uncertain dynamical system to the controller. In addition,
let €,; € R be a given, user-defined actuation threshold to allow for data transmission from the local
controller to the uncertain dynamical module. Similar in fashion to [33,35], we now define three logic
rules for scheduling the two-way data exchange:

Eii: lxsi(t) = xi(t)]| < €xi (20)
Epi: lusi(t) —ui(t)[| < eus (21)
Es; : The controller receives xg; () (22)

Specifically, when the inequality in Equation (20) is violated at the s;, moment of the k;-th time
instant, the uncertain module triggers the measured state signal information, such that x;(t) is sent
to its local controller. Likewise, when Equation (21) is violated or the local controller receives a new
transmitted module state from the uncertain dynamical system (i.e., when Ey; V Ej; is true), then the
local controller sends a new control input u;(t) to the uncertain dynamical module at the r;, moment
of the j;-th time instant.

We now analyze the system stability and performance of the proposed event-triggered decentralized
adaptive control algorithm introduced in this section using the error dynamics given by Equation (19),
as well as the data exchange rules E;;, Ep;, and Ej; respectively given by Equations (20)-(22).
For organizational purposes, the rest of this section, is divided into four subsections. Specifically,
we analyze the uniform ultimate boundedness of the resulting closed-loop dynamical system in
Section 2.2.1, compute the ultimate bound and highlight the effect of user-defined thresholds and the
adaptive controller design parameters on this ultimate bound in Section 2.2.2, show that the proposed
architecture does not yield to a Zeno behavior in Section 2.2.3 and generalize the decentralized
event-triggered adaptive control algorithm using a state emulator-based framework in Section 2.2.4.
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usi(t) Uncertain Large-Scale Modulew zi(t)
S;

--- Event Triggering Mechanism --

(Adaptive Controllerl
u;(t) L Ci J i (1)

Figure 1. Event-triggered adaptive control for large-scale modular systems.

2.2.1. Stability Analysis and Uniform Ultimate Boundedness

We now present the first result of this paper, where the following assumption is needed.

Assumption 4. Dy; = Amin(Ri) — 2Amax (P || Bi || F Ziwj wjj — ZiN]' )\max(Pj) I B; HF"‘ji is positive by suitable
selection of the design parameters.

Theorem 1. Consider the uncertain large-scale modular system S consisting of N interconnected modules S;
described by Equation (14) subject to Assumptions 1-4. Consider, in addition, the reference model given by
Equation (6), and the module feedback control law given by Equations (16) and (17). Moreover, let the data
transmission from the uncertain dynamical module to the local controller occur when Ey; is true and the data
transmission from the controller to the uncertain dynamical system occur when Ey; V' Es; is true. Then, the
closed-loop solution (e;(t), W;(t)) is uniformly ultimately bounded for all i = 1,2, ..., N.

Proof. Since the data transmission from the uncertain modules to their local controllers and from the
local controllers to the uncertain modules occur when Eq; and Ey; V E3; are true, respectively, note
that || x;(t) — x;(t)|| < €y and ||ug;(t) — u;(t)|| < €,; hold. Consider now the Lyapunov-like function
given by:

~ ~ 1 - 1
Vi(ei, W) = e Pie; + 7 't ((Wi/\f)T(Wi/\f)> (23)

Note that V;(0,0) = 0 and V;(e;, W;) > 0 for all (e;, W;) # (0,0). The time-derivative of Equation (23)
is given by:
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Vi(ei(t), Wi(t))
2¢] (1)Pés(t) + 297 "tr (W] (Wi () )

< Zel-T(t)Pi<Ariei(t)—Bl-Ain-T(t)cTi (xsi(t),ci(t)) — BiAigi(+) + B; 2511 (t))

ZN]

FBiA (ugi(F) — ui(£)) + BiKyi (xgi(£) — xl-(t))> ot (WZT (Ao (xsi(F), (1)) egl-(t)Pl-Bi)

< —el-T(t)Rl-e,-(t) —26?(t)P,-BiAigi(~) +Ze £)P;B; 25,] xi(t )+2e (1) P;B; A (ugi () — u;(1))

inj
+2¢f () P;BiKy;(xsi(t) — x;(t)) + 2tr <WiT(t)Ai‘7i (xsi(t),ci(t)) (xsi(t) — xi(t))TPiBi)
< —Amin(Ri) llei (£) 1> + 21le; () | Amax (P) | Bil gl A el gi () || + 12 (#)P;B; Y 65 (x;(t))

i~
+2]le; (t) | Amax (P;) || B[ 6 || Ai | p€wi + 2]le; (£) || Amax (Pi) | Bi llel| Kai [l pexi 4 2| Wi (8) e[| Alle - (24)
oy (xsi(t), ci(t)) [|€xiAmax (P;) || BillE

It follows from Assumption 1 that an upper bound for ||g;(-)|| in Equation (24) can be given by:

g ()l = [ W [ (e (8, 1(8)) = 05 (xi(8), xsi(8), ()]
< |IA; lpwi Lgi [|xsi(t) — xi(8) || < Kgiexi (25)
N—————

Kqi

where Ko; € Ry. In addition, one can compute an upper bound for |c; (xs(t),c;(t)) || in
Equation (24) as:

o7 (xsi(£), ci(8)) | < N1Bi(xi () [ 4 llxsi (£) | 4 [l ci(£)
< Lgillxsi(ONl + [[xsi ()| + e ()]
= (Lpi + V)exi + (Lpi + 1)[le;(#) || + (L + 1)xy; + [lei (B (26)

where ||x(t)|| < x};. Then, using the bounds given by Equations (25) and (26) in Equation (24), one
can write:

Vi(ei(t), Wi(t))

< —Amin(Ri)lei(£) > + (Z)tmax(Pi) || Bi R 1A [[FK gi€xi + 2Amax (Pi) 1Byl [ || AillF€ui + 2Amax (P;)
|1Billell Kuill e + 2] Wi () [lg | Al (L gi + 1) Amax (P;) ||Bi||F€xz'> lle; () 1| + 20| Wi (8) |l Al
((Lpi +Dexi + (Lpi + 1)y + llci(D)[]) Amax(P;) || Bil|r€xi + [12¢:(£)PiB; ) 63(x;(#))

i~j

= —ciillei(®)I? + caillei(t) ]| + cai + [12ei(#) By (x; (1) (27)

where ¢y 2 )\min(Rl) Coi = 2/\max )”B ”F”A ”FK i€xi T 2)\max ‘B HFHA“Feui +2)\max( i)HBiHFHKliHF “€yxi
+ 207 (| A HF(LﬁzH) max( )|[Billrexi and c5; = 2F || A HF((Lﬁz‘I'l)exz (Lgi + 1)y + llei(8) ) Amax(P:)[[Bi [ e
with ||[W;(t)||[r < @} due to utilizing the projection operator in the weight update law given by
Equation (9).

Since x;(t) = ej(t) + xyj(t) with [[x(t)|| < x7;, it follows from Assumption 2 that:
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| 8 G0 < X[l ()11 + x5 (28)

ZN] i~]

Furthermore, using Equation (28) in the last term of Equation (27) results in:

12 () PiB;d (x; (1)) || < 2Amax(P:)lle; (£) 11 Bi g1l i (xj (¢

invj
< 2Amax(P) ei(t MBmz%hq|+x]
i~
< Amax (P11 Bille 3 i [2llei(0) e () + 21ex (1) 1]
ir~j
2
< Amax (B Bille Y-t [2lei (8) 2 + e (1) |12 + 5] (29)
i~

where Young's inequality [46] is considered in the scalar form of 2xy < vx? + y? /v, where x,y € R and
v > 0, and applied to terms |[e;(t)]|||e;()[| and [[e;(¢) ||x;*j with v = 1. Hence, Equation (27) becomes:

vi(ei(t)/wi(t)) < _{Cli Amax (P;) || Bil|r Z‘xl/} lei(t) Hz‘i‘)\max )IIBille Z“z]”e Hz

lN] ﬂ ZN]
dyj
+ coillei(t) || + @i (30)
where ¢; £ ¢3; + Amax(P) || BillF Ziwj aijxy-
Introducing:
N ~
V() =) Vilei(t), Wi(t)) (31)

i=1

for the uncertain system S results in:

N
D)< X [l + 5 gl (O + called)] + o1
i=1 inj
N
= Y [ (= X s ) les(HI? + carllestt) | + ] (32)
i=1 inj
—_—————
Dy;
where Dy; > 0 is defined in Assumptlon 4. Lettmg ea(t) 2 [[ler(B)]], - HeN(t)H]T, Dy £ diag([Dyy, ...,
Din]), Co £ diag([ca1,. .., con]) and @, = YN, ¢, Equation (32) can equivalently be written as:
V() < —e; (t)D1ea(t) + Coea(t) + @a
< —Amin(D1) lea (DI + Amax (C2) lea ()] + @a (33)
Amax(cz) A%ﬂax(cz) +
. . A 24/A Dyin(Dy) 77 %
When ||e,(t)]| > 9, this renders V() < 0, where 1 £ 2Amin \//\ D)) - Hence, ¢;(t) and W (t)
mm 1

are uniformly ultimate bounded foralli =1,2,...,N. O
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2.2.2. Computation of the Ultimate Bound for System Performance Assessment

For revealing the effect of user-defined thresholds and the event-triggered feedback
adaptive controller design parameters to the system performance, the next corollary presents
a computation of the ultimate bound for the system S. For this purpose, we define the
following, Pmin = diag ([Amin(P1), .-+, Amin(PN)]), Pmax =  diag([Amax(P1),--., Amax(PN)]),

70 £ diag ([177, 73] ), Aa 2 diag ([ Al |ANIED), Wa(®) 2 [IWL(Olg, -, Wi (B)]s]

Corollary 1. Consider the uncertain dynamical system S consisting of N interconnected modules S; described
by Equation (14) subject to Assumptions 1—4. Consider, in addition, the reference model given by Equation (6),
and the module feedback control law given by Equations (16) and (17). Moreover, let the data transmission
from the uncertain modules to their local controllers occur when Ey; is true and the data transmission from the
controllers to the uncertain modules occur when Eo; \/ Eg; is true. Then, the ultimate bound of the system error
between the uncertain dynamical system and the reference model is given by:

PO
llea()[| < @PALZ (Pmin), t2>T (34)
where:
- ~ 1
® £ [Amax (Pmax)¥? + Amax(7a) Amax (Aa) | Wa () [*] 2 (35)

Proof. It follows from the proof of Theorem 1 that V(e,(t), W,(t)) < 0 outside the compact set
given by:

S & {ea(t) : [lea(t)|| < 9} (36)

That is, since V(e,(t), W,(t)) cannot grow outside S, the evolution of V(e,(t), W,(t)) is upper
bounded by:

Viea(t), Wa(t)) < IE?XSV(ea(f)/Wa(f))
ea(t)e
= Amax(Pmax)¥* + Amax(Va) Amax (Aa) || Wa () ||*
= ¢ (37)
2

< _ , and Equation (34) is immediate. [

It follows from e} Pine, < V(eq, W,) that ||e, (1) Yo (P

2.2.3. Computation of the Event-Triggered Inter-Sample Time Lower Bound

We now show that the proposed event-triggered decentralized adaptive control architecture does
not yield to a Zeno behavior, which implies that it does not require a continuous two-way data exchange
and reduces wireless network utilization. For the following corollary presenting the result of this
subsection, we consider rl,;z € (S, Sk, +1) to be the g;-th time instant when Ey; is violated over (s, Sk,41),
oo,mkl.

ki=1,q;=1"

[ee] [ee]
] Ji=

and since {s, };:_’:1 is a subsequence of {r; }" , it follows that {r; } = = = {sg, };:_):1 U {r’é;}

where my, € N is the number of violation times of Ep; over (s, Sk, 1)-

Corollary 2. Consider the uncertain dynamical system S consisting of N interconnected modules S; described
by Equation (14) subject to Assumptions 1—4. Consider, in addition, the reference model given by Equation (6),
and the module feedback control law given by Equations (16) and (17). Moreover, let the data transmission from
the uncertain dynamical module to the local controller occur when Eq; is true and the data transmission from the
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controller to the uncertain dynamical system occur when Ey; V Eg; is true. Then, there exist positive scalars

A ; A :
— g,-—*l’i and a,; = é)—“zli such that:

Ski+1— Sk, > Ay, VkiEN (38)
=t >, Vg€ {0, myg}, Vk €N (39)

Proof. The time derivative of ||x;(t) — x;(t)| over t € (s, sk, +1), Vk; € N, is given by:

& () (1)

IN

1% (£) = 2 (D) | = [[%:(2) |

[ Arille [llei (8) 1 + x5i] + I Beillgllei ()] + 11Billg | Ail [ gy {L,Bi(exi + e

IN

+x5;) + [1Kuillr (exi + llei (B[] + x53) + ||K2iHF||Ci(t)H} + || Billell AilleKgiexi

+HB ||F Z‘Xl/ (HE |+x ) + HB ||FHA ||F€ul + ”B HFHKleFexz (40)

i~j

Since the closed-loop dynamical system is uniformly ultimately bounded by Theorem 1, there exists
an upper bound to Equation (40). Letting ®,; denote this upper bound and with the initial condition
satisfying lim, e l|lxsi(t) — x;(¢)|| = 0, it follows from Equation (40) that:

llxsi(t) = x;(£) || < DPyi(t —sk,), VtE (sk,,5k,41) (41)

Therefore, when Ej; is true, then lim,_, -~ ||xsi(t) — x;(t)|| = €y, and it then follows from Equation (41)
i+
that Sk, +1 — Sk; > Wy
Similarly, the time derivative of ||ug;(t) — u;(t)|| overt € (rq o +1> Vg; € N, is given by:

%H“si(t)_”i(t)” < lasi(t) — ()] = (B

)
= AT )er (e a0+ T (665 G0, 400)|
(
(

IN

i || Billg Amax (Pi) [lesi (£) | [|o (xsi(t)rci( ))II + A e lIKail|ellei (4]
< i [1Billg Amax(P:) ([lei(t)]| + €xi) {Lﬁi(exi‘i‘ llei(E) |+ xz;) + [ Kail [ (€xi

A\

2
+ e[| +x) + ||K2i||F||Ci(t)||} + AT Rz lvlle (6] (42)

Once again, since the closed-loop dynamical system is uniformly ultimately bounded by Theorem 1,
there exists an upper bound to Equation (42). Letting ®,; denote this upper bound, and with the initial
condition satisfying limH kiy ||usi(t) —ui(t)]| = 0, it follows from Equation (42) that:

Tq’,

lusi(8) = wi (D) < @t = 1)), Ve (ki) (43)

Therefore, when E,; V E3; is true, then limH K |lusi(t) —ui(t)]] = e, and it then follows from
Tgi+1

Equation (43) that r]; - r],;j >wy. O

Corollary 2 shows that the inter-sample times for the module state vector and decentralized
feedback control vector are bounded away from zero, and hence, the proposed event-triggered
adaptive control approach does not yield to a Zeno behavior. As discussed earlier, this implies that the
proposed event-triggered decentralized adaptive control methodology does not require a continuous
two-way data exchange, and it reduces wireless network utilization.
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2.2.4. Generalizations to the Event-Triggered Decentralized Adaptive Control with State Emulator

We now generalize our framework to a state emulator-based design, since this framework has the
capability to suppress possible high-frequency oscillation in the control signal of the uncertain module
S; [10,13,37—42]. Consider the (modified) reference system, so-called the state emulator of S;, given by:

Xi(t) = Ay%i(t) + Brici(t) + Li (xsi(t) — %;(t)),  £(0) = %;9 (44)

where L; € R'I ™" N D" is the state emulator gain. Letting &;(t) = £;(t) — x,;(t) € R, the reference
model error dynamics capturing the difference between the ideal reference model in Equation (6) and
the state emulator-based (modified) reference model in Equation (44) is given by:

&i(t) = Apei(t) + Li (xsi(t) — £:(t)) (45)

In addition, letting %;(t) £ x;(t) — £;(t) € R" to denote the system state error vector, the (state
emulator-based) system error dynamics follows from Equations (18) and (44) as:

%(t) = Au%i(t) — BIAWI(8)0; (xi(t), ci(t)) — Bidigi(+) + Bidij(xj(t)) + B (usi(t) — u;(t))
+(BiKy; — Li) (xsi(t) — xi(t)),  %:(0) = %io (46)

where A;; & A, — L; € R%*" is Hurwitz by a suitable selection of the state emulator gain L;
(e.g., Ar; is Hurwitz with L; = «;1, x; € Ry, since A;; is Hurwitz). To maintain system stability, we
utilize the adaptive controller given by Equation (16) with the update law described by:

Wi(t) £ yiProjy, | Wi(t) , i (xi(), i(8)) (xi(t) = 5:(1) TRB |, Wil0) = W 47)

where P; € fonimgnixni is the unique solution of the algebraic Riccati equation:
0= A[,Pi+ PAL; — PB;R; 'BIP; + Q; (48)

with R; € R7™ N §"1i and Q; € R 0 Smxmi,

Note from [10,42] that the state emulator-based adaptive control framework achieves stringent
transient and steady-state system performance specifications by judiciously choosing the learning rate
i and the state emulator gain L; without causing high-frequency oscillations in the controller response,
unlike standard model reference adaptive controllers overviewed earlier in this section. We also note
that if one selects L; = 0, then the results of this paper hold for standard model reference adaptive
controllers, and hence, there is no loss in generality in using a state emulator-based adaptive control
framework for the main results of this paper.

Consider a parameter-dependent Riccati equation [23,47] given by:

0 = ALD+PA,;+Q; (49)
Qi = wBLLIP+Q,, (50)

where P; € R'}:m" is a unique solution with Qoi € Ri"xni and p; > 0.

Remark 1[23]. Let 0 < y; < fi; define the largest set within which there is a positive-definite solution for P;.
Since B; > 0 for y; = 0 and P; > 0 depends continuously on y;, the existence of P;(p;) > 0 for 0 < p; < fi;
is assured.

The next lemma shows that for y; < fi;, Equations (49) and (50) can reliably be solved for b, >0
using the Potter approach given in [48]. This also implies that ji; can be determined by searching for
the boundary value, ji;. We employ notation ric(-) and dom(-) as defined in [48].
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Lemma 1[23,48). Let P; > 0 satisfy the parameter dependent Riccati equation given by Equations (49) and (50),
and let the modified Hamiltonian be given by:

A wiLiLT
H' _ fl =1y (51)
l —Qoi _A;ri
Then, for all 0 < y; < ji;, H; € dom(ric) and P; = ric(H;).
Assumption 5. Dli £ m ( ) - mln( )/\%nﬂx )”BHIZT ]7’ 3)‘”11136( i)”BiHF ZiN]' “l]
Ziwj )\WIHJC(P]‘)HB]'HFOé and Dy; £ 1 mm(Qoz) - Ziw]’ Amax (P )HB]HF[X]Z/ li > 0, are positive by suitable

selection of the design parameters.

Corollary 3. Consider the uncertain dynamical system S consisting of N interconnected modules S; described
by Equation (14) subject to Assumptions 1-3 and 5. Consider in addition, the ideal referenice model given
by Equation (6), the state emulator given by Equation (44) and the module feedback control law given by
Equations (16) and (47). Moreover, let the data transmission from the uncertain dynamical module to the local
controller occur when Eq; is true and the data transmission from the controller to the uncertain dynamical
system occur when Ey; V/ Ex; is true. Then, the closed-loop solution (%;(t), W;(t),é;(t)) is uniformly ultimately
bounded foralli=1,2,...,N.

Proof. Consider the Lyapunov-like function given by:
o W oY — #Tpa el AT (T AL 5T 5,5
Vi(%, Wi, 6;) = & %+, tr(WiA7 ) (WiA7) + 1ié; Pié; (52)

where I; > 0 and P; > 0 satisfies the parameter dependent Riccati equation in Equations (49) and (50).
Note that V;(0,0,0) = 0 and V;(%;, W;,¢;) > 0 for all (¥;, W;,¢;) # (0,0,0). The time-derivative of
Equation (52) is given by:
Vi(%i(t), Wi(t), &i(t))
1 -
Pisi(t) + 2 (Wit )AZ) (Wi(t)A) +2L8] (1) Piéi(t)
P AL(E) — BT (607 (xa(8) (8)) — BiAigi () + By (xj (1)) + Bid s (1) — (1))

+(BiKy; — L) (xsi(£) — xi(t ))] + 20 Wi (D)0 (xsi (1), (1)) (xsi(t) — 2i(8)) T PiBiA;

+21-éT() Di[Aiéi(t) + L (xgi(t) — %i(t)) ]

%] ())Qi%i(t) + %/ (1) P;B;R; "Bl Pi;(t) — 2%/ () PiBiAjgi(-) + 2% (t )PB5 (x;())
+2fiT( £)P;BiA (ti (1) — (1)) + 28] (#) Pi(BiKy; — Ly) (xsi(t ) xi(£)) +2tr Wy (1) (53)
07 (xi(£), €i(1)) (xsi () — xi(£)) T PiBiN; — Lig] (1) Quibi(£) — Lie] (B)piP;LiL{ Piéi(1)

), ¢
26} () PiL(xsi(t) — x;(t)) + 28] () PiLi;(¢)

Young's inequality [46] applied to the last term in Equation (53) produces:

21,87 (O PLi (1) < pilié] <muﬁémo+§ﬁmzm (54)



Sensors 2016, 16, 1297 14 of 31

Using Equation (54) in Equation (53) yields:

V( xi(t), Wi(t), (1))

% (H)Qi%;(t) + %] (t)PB;R; "Bl Pi;(t) — 2%] (+)PiBiAigi(-) + 2%] (t) ;B (x;(t))
+29??(’5)1’5’ Ai(usi(t) — u;i(t)) + 2% (1) P;(BiKy; — Li) (xi(£) — x;()) + 2te W (£); (x5i (1), ci(t))
(xsi(t) — x;(£))TPBiA; — Lie] (£)Quiti (1) + 21i6] () BiLi (xi () — x;(t)) + Pllll (Hx(t)
< Amin (R I (1) * 4 Amin (R ) Az (POIBi 1% () 1> + 2Amax (P Bi [l Asllell i () 1| % ()
+112%; (t) P;B;dyi (x;(t)) | +2|\xi(t)||}\max( P) || Bil[el| Aillp€ui -+ 211%i (£) [ Amax (Pi) (| BiK1ile
+[Lillg)exi + 201 Wi (£) e lloi (xsi (), €i(£)) [lexiAmax (P11 Billell Aille — Lidmin (Qoi) I () |I* (55)

. ~ li .
+21;18; () | Amax (P ) || Li| | rexi + yfl,||xi(f)\|2
1
Using Equations (25) and (26), Equation (55) can be written:
Vi(xi(t), Wi(t), éi(t))
< - ( min(Qi) = Amin (R; ) Amax (Pi) || Bil|F — ) 1% (£) 1% = Lidmin (Qoi) 18:(£) 1> + (2)\maX(pi)
NI Billell Al K i€xi + 2Amax (i) 1Billg || A [ p€ui 4+ 2Amax (i) | Bi||g || Kai | pexi + 2| Wi (8) |8 1| Al
“(Lgi + 1) Amax (P;) [| B; ||F€x1) (% (N + 2/W; (B) el Aille ((Lgi + Dexi + (Lpi + 1)xg; + lci(B)]])
- Amax (P;) || Billpexi 4 12%; () PiB;6jj (xj () || 4 2LiAmax (P;) || L[ rexil|é: (1)

= —cyllZi(0)1* — caill i (8) 1> + caill Zi(£) | + callé ()| + csi + 112 () PiB;dij (x; (1)) | (56)

where ¢y 2 Amin(Q) /\mm( ))\Iznax( 1)HBlH}2: - %/ C2i 2 li)\min(Qai)/C?)i 2 ZAmax(Pi)HBiHF”AiHFKgiexi‘I'
ZAmax(Pi)||B1'||FHA1‘||F€ui +2/\max( z)HBi”FHKliHFEXi +2w;'kHAiH(L/5i + 1))\max<Pi)||Bi||F€xi/ Cai = 2lz')\max(pi)
|Lillrexi and cs; £ 2F || Aillr ((Lgi + 1)exi + (Lgi + 1)k 4 [[ci(8)]]) Amax (D) || Billp€xi-

Since x;(t) = X;(t) + ¢;(t) + x;j(t), it follows from Assumption 2 that:

6D < Y (15O + e(0)] + x5 (57)

i~]
Furthermore, using Equation (57) in the last term of Equation (56) results in:
12; (£) P;B;dj (2 (£)) | < 2Amax (i) 1% () |1 Byl 103 (x; ()]
< 2henax (P15 1Bille s [ 158 + 1 (1) + x5

i~j

< Amax (P)I|Bille L 2151 (0)]| + 250111, (6) | + 201
i~j

< Amax (B[ Bille -t [BI5 (D12 + 15:(6) 12 + 1 (6) | + x5 (58)
i~j

where Young’s inequality [46] is considered in the scalar form of 2xy < vx? +y?/v, with x,y € R

and v > 0, and applied to terms ||%;(¢)||[|%;(#)[|, [|%:(¢)]|[[¢;(t)[| and ||fi(t)|\x;fj with v = 1. Hence,
Equation (56) becomes:
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Vi(Ei(8), Wi(1), (1))
< — [e1i = 3Amax (P 1Bille K | 15012 = call()I2 + il 12 (6) + (o) |

i~j
dy;
Amax (P;) || B ||FZ‘X | %;(t ()]1* + Amax(P:) || B; HFZ“ llé(t (1] + ¢ (59)
\/_/IN] l] —/_/ZN] 1] 1
fi fi
where @; £ ¢s; + Amax (P) || Bi e Linj zxi]-x:‘jz. Introducing:

N ~

V()= ZVi(fi(f)rWi(t)éi(t)) (60)

Il
-

for the uncertain system S results in:

V() <

M=

I
—

[— dai |2 (1) |2 = cailléi(#) 1% + cail| % (1)

+eallei () + fi L all® ()12 + £ Calle®)]2 + o]

i~j i~j

I
™=

[_ (dll Zf]lle)”xl )”2_ (CZZ Zf]lx]l)Hez HZ

i=1 i~ i~vj
N——— N———’
Dy; Dy;
+ el %) + calléi(t) | + o] (61)

where Dh > 0 and Dy; > 0 are defmed in Assumption 5. Letting %,(t) = [||%1()]],.. ., HXN(t)H]T,
e(t) £ [llen(n)]),. ||6’N( )||] Dy £ diag([D11,...,Din]), D2 & diag([Da,...,Don]), C3 £
diag([c31, . ..,C3ND C4 d1ag([C41, ) ..,C4ND and ¢, 2 YN | ¢;, then Equation (61) can equivalently
be written as:

V(:) < =% ())D1%a(t) — & (£)Daéa(t) + Ca%a(t) + Cala(t) + @a

< —Amin(D1) | %a(D)[1* = Amin (D2)[|€a (£) 2 + Amax(C3) [ Za (£) | + Amax(Ca) 80 (#) | + @a (62)
Amax (C3) \/Aaax(%a) el

Either ||%(f)]| > 1 or & (f)] > ¢ renders V(-) <0, where ; £ 2V'min(1) \//\m“‘((;)) min (D2)

min\~1
Amax(Cy) +\/4);‘max<%3) +4/\max(D) +¢a
and ¢, 2 2V min(®2) \/A"““( g)) min®2) " and hence, %;(t), &;(t) and W;(t) are uniformly ultimate
mm 2

bounded foralli =1,2,...,N. O
Corollary 4. Under the conditions of Corollary 3, we can show that e;(t) is bounded for alli = 1,2,...,N.

Proof. It readily follows from:

lei(B) ]| = [lxi(t) — 2(£) + £(¢) — (1)
< [lxi(®) = 2O+ [[£(8) — 2 (B)]]
< [l=®)1 + ll&@ll (63)

and Corollary 3 that e;(t) is bounded foralli = 1,2,..,N. O
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Remark 2. In order to obtain the closed-loop system error ultimate bound value for Equation (63) and the no
Zeno behavior characterization, we can follow the same steps highlighted in Corollaries 1 and 2, respectively.

3. Event-Triggered Distributed Adaptive Control

We now introduce an event-triggered distributed adaptive control architecture in this section,
where it is assumed that physically-interconnected modules can locally communicate with each
other for exchanging their state information. For organizational purposes, this section is broken up
into two subsections. Specifically, we first briefly overview a standard distributed adaptive control
architecture without event-triggering and then present the proposed event-triggered decentralized
adaptive control approach, which includes rigorous stability and performance analyses with no
Zeno behavior and generalizations to the state emulator case for suppressing the effect of possible
high-frequency oscillations in the controller response. As shown, the benefit of using the proposed
distributed adaptive control architecture versus the decentralized architecture of the previous section
is that there is no need for any structural assumptions; that is, Assumptions 4 and 5, in the distributed
case to guarantee overall system stability (for applications where modules are allowed to locally
communicate with each other).

3.1. Overview of a Standard Distributed Adaptive Control Architecture without Event-Triggering

The standard distributed adaptive control architecture overviewed in this section builds
on the problem formulation stated in Section 2.1 with an important difference that the
physically-interconnected modules can locally communicate with each other for exchanging their state
information, as discussed above. For this purpose, we first replace Assumption 2 of Section 2.1 with
the following assumption.

Assumption 6. The function 6;;(x;(t)) in Equation (2) satisfies:
5ij(xj(£)) = Qlipij (x;(t)) (64)

where Q;; € R8*™i is an unknown weight matrix and ¢;; : R" — RS is a known Lipschitz continuous basis
function vector satisfying:

llpij(x1j) — ¢ij(x2))[| < Lgijllx1j — xo| (65)
with L‘P’] € R+.
Remark 3. We can equivalently represent Equation (64) as:

Y Qligij(x;(t)) = GiFy(x;(1)) (66)

i~vj

where G;j € R0 XMi s the matrix combination for the ideal weight matrices of the connected graph,
Fij(x;(t)) : R" — R(8i'i) s the vector combination for basis function vectors of the connected graph and d; is
the degree of the i-th agent. The right hand side of Equation (66) can be given as:

GjiE;j(xj(t)) = G] diag(A;)F; (67)

where G; € R&N)XMi js the matrix combination for all modules’ ideal weight matrices of the system toward S;,
Fi(xj(t)) : R"Y — R(8"N) is the vector combination for all basis function vectors of the system toward S; and
A, is the i-th row of the adjacency matrix A.
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Next, using Assumptions 1, 3 and 6, Equation (2) can be equivalently written as:

Xi(t) = Arixi(t) + Bﬂ‘Ci(t) + BiA; [u,-(t) + WZ-TU'i (x,-(t),cl-(t),xj(t))} (68)

where W; £ [A;1WT

oi ’

-1 T 15T
ATIKT, ATTK

1~T T d .
17 s N Gl-]} € REFn+mi+(gidi))xm js an unknown

T
weight matrix and o; (x;(t), ¢;(t), x;(t)) = [ﬁl.T(xi(t)) ,xE(t), (1), F;(xj(t))} € RSi+ni+mi+(gidi)

1
Motivated from the structure of the uncertain terms appearing in Equation (68), let the distributed

adaptive feedback controller of §;, i € Vg, be given by:

A~

C: ui(t) = —Wi() oy (x:(1), ci(t), xj(#)) (69)

where Wj(t) is an estimate of W; satisfying the update law:
Wi(t) = viProj,, [Wi(t) , 07 (xi(t), ci(t), x;(t)) eiT(f)PiBi}, W;i(0) = W, (70)

where P, € RY™ 0§ is a solution of the Lyapunov Equation (10). Now, from
Equations (6) and (68), the module-level closed-loop error dynamics can be given by:

éi(t) = Ayei(t) — BIAW! (80 (xi(t), ci(t), %)), eilt) = eqp (71)

3.2. Proposed Event-Triggered Distributed Adaptive Control Architecture

We now present the proposed event-triggered distributed adaptive control architecture for
modular systems, where each uncertain module can exchange its state information with its
interconnected neighboring modules.

Consider the uncertain dynamical module i given by:

S;: Xi(t) = Apxi(t) + B [Ajugi(t) + B; (x;(1)) + 655(xj(1))],  x:(0) = xi0 (72)

where |[6 (x5 (1)) || < Xinj Ql-qu)ij(xS]-(t)) and x4j(t) € R". Using Assumptions 1, 3 and 6, Equation (72)
can be equivalently written as:
Xi(t) =Ax;i(t) + Byici(t) + Bi; {usi(t) + W/ (xi(t)rxsi(t)/ci(t)rxsj(t))}

+ Bil\i(usi(t) — ui(t)) + BiKyi(xsi () — xi(t)) (73)
T
where 0; (x;(t), xsi(t), ci(t), x5j(t)) = [,BiT(xi(f)) , xL(t), cl(t), FJ(xsj(t))} € Retmitmit(ged)
and the distributed adaptive feedback control is given by:

Ci: ui(t) = —Wi(t)'o; (xsi(t), ci(t), xsj(t)) (74)

where 0; (xsi(t)zci(t)rxsj(t)) 2 [.B;'r(xsi(f)) EOMAGE F.T(xsj(t))}T € R&itm+mi+gidi and Wi(t)

si i ij
satisfies the weight update law:

~

Wilt) = 3iProj | Wilt) , 03 (1), €i(1), x5i(1)) eh (DPBi], Wi(0) = Wig (75)
Now, using Equation (74) in Equation (73) yields:

%i(t) =Anxi(t) + Brci(t) — BIAWI (£)oy (xsi (1), ci(t), x5 (1)) — Bil\igi(+)
+ Bi\i(ugi(t) — ui(t)) + BiKyi(xsi(t) — x;(t)) (76)
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where gi(-) = W[ [07 (xi(t), ci(t), x5 (£)) — 07 (xi(t), x5i(t), ci(t), x5j(£)) ], and using Equations (76)
and (6), we can write the module error dynamics as:

&i(t) =Agei(t) — BiNWI (1)o7 (xsi(t), i), x5i(1)) — Bil\igi(+) + Bii (ugi(t) — u;(t))
+ BiKy;(xsi(t) — xi(t)) (77)

For organizational purposes, we now divide this section into four sections. Specifically, we analyze
the uniform ultimate boundedness of the resulting closed-loop dynamical system in Section 3.2.1,
compute the ultimate bound in Section 3.2.2, show that the proposed architecture does not yield
to a Zeno behavior in Section 3.2.3 and generalize the distributed event-triggered adaptive control
algorithm using the state emulator-based framework in Section 3.2.4.

3.2.1. Stability Analysis and Uniform Ultimate Boundedness

Theorem 2. Consider the uncertain dynamical system S consisting of N interconnected modules S; described
by Equation (72) subject to Assumptions 1, 3 and 6. Consider, in addition, the reference model given by
Equation (6) and the module feedback control law given by Equations (74) and (75). Moreover, let the data
transmission from the uncertain dynamical module to the local controller occur when Ey; is true and the data
transmission from the controller to the uncertain dynamical system occur when Ey; \V Es; is true. Then, the
closed-loop solution (e;(t), W;(t)) is uniformly ultimately bounded for all i = 1,2, ..., N.

Proof. Since the data transmission from the uncertain dynamical module to the local controller
and from the local controller to the uncertain dynamical module occur when Ey; and Ey; V Ej;
are true, respectively, note that [|x;(f) — x;(t)|| < €,; and |Jug(t) —u;(t)|| < €,; hold. Consider the
Lyapunov-like function given by:

- - 1 - 1
Vi(e;, Wi) = ] Pie; + 7, 1tr ((wz-Af )T (W;A? >> (78)

Note that V;(0,0) = 0 and V;(e;, W;) > 0 for all (e;, W;) # (0,0). The time derivative of Equation (78)

is given by:
Vi(ei(t), Wi(t))
= 2] (1)Pe;(t) + 77 2t (W () Wi(1) )

< 2ef ()P <Ari€z‘(f) — BiAW] (1)o7 (xsi(1), ci(t), xgi(t)) — Bi\igi(+) + BiAi(ugi(t) — ui(t))

+BiKyi(xi(t) — x,-(t))> +2tr (W () Ay (v (1), €i(8), 2(1)) el (1) PiB; )

< —ef ()Rie;(t) — 2¢] () PiBiAigi(+) + 2¢] () PiBiAA; (usi(t) — u;i(t)) + 2e] (£)PiBiKy;(xgi(t) — x;(t))
1 otr (WZ.T (A (xsi(F), ci(t), x4 (£)) (xai(E) xi(t))TPiBl-)

< —Amin(Ri) [lei (8) 1”4 2[le: (£) | Amax (P) | Bi [ 6l Al 6118 ()1l + 2llei (£) ]| Amax (P) || Byl

1Al p€wui + 2lei(t) | Amax (Pi) || Billel| Kuillexi + 2 Wi (£) [lgl| Allell o7 (xi(2), i (£), x55()) |l (79)
'exi/\max(Pi)HBiHF

where the same upper bound || g;(-)|| has the same result of Equation (25). In addition, one can compute
an upper bound for |o; (xsi(t), ¢i(t), xsj(t)) || in Equation (79) as:



Sensors 2016, 16, 1297 19 of 31

lloi (xi (), ci(t), x5 () | < NBixsi ()| + [lxsi (E)]] + [lei ()| + 1Fij (xsj (1)) |
< Lgillxsi (B) | + lxsi () T+ llei ()] + Y i (xi(8))

i<
= (Lpi + exi + (Lgi + Dles(t)[| + (Lpi + 1)xg; + [lei (8|
+ 3 Lit (e + lleg (O] + x5 (80)

i~]

where ||x;(t)| < x5 and [|xj()]| < x;;. Then, using the bounds given by Equations (25) and (80) in
Equation (79) ylelds

Vilei(t), Wi(t))
< —Amin(R)[lei (8) I1* + 21 €5 (£) || Amax (Pi) || Bi |5 || Al [ EKgi€xi + 2le; () | Amax (P;) || Bl gl Al p€wi
+2|le; (#) [[ Amax (P;) || Bi || r || K1 [ pexi + 2||Wi(f)||F||Ai||F((L/3i +1)exi + (Lgi +1)|lei(t)]]

+(Lpi + 1) + llei(B) | + ) Lyij (exj + e ()] + X?j))exiAmax(Pi)IlBillp

i~j
< —Amin(Ry)|lei (1) > + (2/\max(Pi)\|Bi||F||Ai||FKgi€xi + 2Amax (P;) || Bi || e[| Ail[p€ i
+2Amax (Py) || Bille [ K || pexi + 227 | A || (Lgi + 1)€xi)\max(Pi)HBiHF) e (£) ]

+27 | Aille ((Lgi + Ve + (Lgi + 1) + leit) | + 1 L (€x + x57) ) exihman (P2 | B

ZN]

+27 || Al p€xiAmax (P) || Bille Y Lgijllej(£) |

i~

< —dyjllei(B)|* + daille; (1) || + dsi + fi Y Lgijllej (£) | (81)

i~vj

where dy; 2 Amin(R;), d2i = 2Amax () || Billell Ail| K gi€xi + 2Amax (P || Bi e ]| Aille€ui + 2Amax (Pr) By || K | pe i
+27 | Aillp(Lgi + 1)exidmax(P)|Billp, dazi £ 2w?||Ai||F<(Lﬁi + Dexi + (Lgi + g + llei()]] +

Linj Loij (€x + xfj)>€xi/\max(1’i) IBi||r and f; £ 27| Aj[|pexiAmax(Pi) || BillE-
Introducing:

V() = 3 Viler(), (1) )

for the uncertain system S results in:

N
V()< Y [ = duille®)2 +dailles(®)| + fi 1 Lollej (8)]] + i

=1 IN]
N
= L[~ dulle®IP + (dai-+ L fiL )it + s (83)
i=1 i~vj
N———’
Dy;

. T .
where Dy; > 0. Letting e,(t) = [|ler(t)],....[lex(t)]|]], D1 = diag([d11,...,d1n]),
D, £ diag([Dyy,...,Dan]), and D3 £ YN | d3;, then Equation (32) can equivalently be written as:
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V(-) < —el(t)Dyes(t) + Daeq(t) + D3
< —Amin(D1)llea(t)I* + Amax (D2)[lea(t) | + D3 (84)
Amax(Dp) /\rzr\ax(D )
2\//\min(é1) 4’\min(D21> +Ds

When ||e,(t)|| > 1, this renders V() < 0, where ¢ £ , and hence, ¢;(t) and

~ \/)‘min (D 1 )
W;(t) are uniformly ultimate bounded foralli =1,2,...,N. O

3.2.2. Computation of the Ultimate Bound for System Performance Assessment

For revealing the effect of user-defined thresholds and the event-triggered output feedback
adaptive controller design parameters to the system performance, the next corollary presents a
computation of the ultimate bound.

Corollary 5. Consider the uncertain dynamical system S consisting of N interconnected modules S; described
by Equation (72) subject to Assumptions 1, 3 and 6. Consider, in addition, the reference model given by
Equation (6) and the module feedback control law given by Equations (74) and (75). Moreover, let the data
transmission from the uncertain dynamical module to the local controller occur when Ey; is true and the
data transmission from the controller to the uncertain dynamical system occur when Ey; V Es; is true. Then,
the ultimate bound of the system error between the uncertain dynamical system and the reference model is
given by:

_1
2

lea(Il < PALG (Pmin), £2T (85)
where
2 [Amax(Prmax) 2 + Amax(a) Amax (A) [ Wa(1) ]2 (36)
Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Corollary 1, and hence, omitted. [

3.2.3. Computation of the Event-Triggered Inter-Sample Time Lower Bound

In this subsection, we show that the proposed event-triggered distributed adaptive control
architecture does not yield to a Zeno behavior, which implies that it does not require a continuous
two-way data exchange and reduces wireless network utilization. For this purpose, we use the same
mathematical notations introduced in Section 2.2.2 and make the following assumption.

Assumption 7. Each module S; holds the received triggered state information &;;(xsj(t)) from its interconnected
neighboring modules S; and sends this information to its local controller C; when the condition Ey; in
Equation (20) is violated.

Corollary 6. Consider the uncertain dynamical system S consisting of N interconnected modules S; described
by Equation (72) subject to Assumptions 1, 3, 6 and 7. Consider, in addition, the reference model given by
Equation (6) and the module feedback control law given by Equations (74) and (75). Moreover, let the data
transmission from the uncertain dynamical module to the local controller occur when Ey; is true and the data
transmission from the controller to the uncertain dynamical system occur when Ey; V Ea; is true. Then, there

exist positive scalars o,; = &% and ay; = &, such that:
Ski+1— Sk, > Ay, VkiEN (87)
ki k
Tae1—Tg > tuwi, V9 € {0, my}, Vk €N (88)
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Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Corollary 2, and hence, omitted. [

Corollary 6 also shows that the inter-sample times for the module state vector and distributed
feedback control vector are bounded away from zero, and hence, the proposed event-triggered
distributed adaptive control approach does not yield to a Zeno behavior.

3.2.4. Generalizations to the Event-Triggered Distributed Adaptive Control with State Emulator

Similar to Section 2.2.4, consider the (modified) reference model, so-called the state emulator,
given by Equation (44) and the reference model error dynamics capturing the difference between
the ideal reference model Equation (6), and the state emulator-based (modified) reference model
Equation (44) is given by Equation (45). In addition, the (state emulator-based) system error dynamics
follow from Equations (76) and (44) as:

5(t) = Auxi(t) — BIAWT(£)0; (xi(t), ¢i(t), x5j(t)) — BiAigi(-)
+BiA;(usi(t) — ui(t)) + (BiKy; — L) (xsi(t) — x;(t)) — Li%i(t), %(0) =%  (89)

where the adaptive controller Equation (74) is used and the weight update law is given by:
Wi(t) = Proj,, [Wi(t) s 07 (xi (1), ci(t), xsj (1)) (x5 (t) — £i(t ))TPB] W;(0) = Wy (90)
with P; € R"/ ™" N §">" being a solution to the Lyapunov Equation (10).

Corollary 7. Consider the uncertain dynamical system S consisting of N interconnected modules S; described
by Equation (72) subject to Assumptions 1, 3 and 6. Consider, in addition, the ideal reference model given
by Equation (6), the state emulator given by Equation (44) and the module feedback control law given by
Equations (74) and (90). Moreover, let the data transmission from the uncertain dynamical module to the local
controller occur when Ey; is true and the data transmission from the controller to the uncertain dynamical
system occur when Ey; V/ Eg; is true. Then, the closed-loop solution (%;(t), Wi(t),é;(t)) is uniformly ultimately
bounded foralli=1,2,...,N.

Proof. Consider the Lyapunov-like function given by:
Vi(fi/ Wi/ éi) = JZ;rPifi + 'Yfltr(WiAz) (W Az) + 2l ||L HF 1)\max(P )/\max(Ri)é;'[Piéi (91)

Note that V;(0,0,0) = 0 and V;(%;, W;,¢;) > 0 for all (¥;, W;,é;) # (0,0,0). The time-derivative of
Equation (91) is given by:

Vi(%i(1), Wi(t), é:(t))
= 25T ()P (1) + 29 e (Wi()AZ)T (Wi (8)AZ) + 48| Ll Amma(P2) Aumin (R)ET P ()

< 2%; ()P {Az i(8) = B W (10 (xsi(1), ci(1), x5(8)) — Bidigi(-) + Bil\i (usi () — ui(1))
+(BiKy; — L) (xsi(t) — x;(t)) — Lix;(t )] + 20 W] ()07 (x6i (1), ci(1), (1)) (xsi(£) — 2:(£)) T PiBiA;
+4l ||L ||F1/\max( ))‘mm( ) ( ) [ Zel( )+ L'fi(t)) + L'(xsi(t) - xi(t))]
< =% (HRF(t) — 2% () PiBiAigi(-) + 2%] (1) PiBi\; (usi () — wi(t)) + 2%] (1) P(BiKy; — Ly)
(x5i() = xi(1)) = 28] () PiLii (1) + 260W; (1) oy (xsi (1), ¢ (1), x5j(1)) (xsi(F) — xi(£)) ' PiBiA,

21 ”L HFl/\max( ) mm(R) ( )Riei( )+4li||Li||F1)\max(Pi))\min(R‘) ( )PL (xsz( )_xi(t))
+4l ||L ||F1/\max( ) mm(R) ( )PiLifi(t)
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< = Amin (RO)1Z:(£) 1* + 2Amax (P 1By 18 | A lle g () 1125 () 1| + 211%: (6) | Amax () 1Byl | Al pe i
+2(1%;(t) [ Amax () (IIBiKyil[E + | LillF) €xi — 2Amax (P) | Lilll| % (£) 1 + 2] | Wi () ||

Jlog (xsi(8), i (1), %6 (1)) [ Amax (P) |1 BillE [ AillE€xi — 28l Lill 5" Amnax (P Amin (Ri) 181 (£) |12

+41i A min (Ri)€xi [18; (1) || + 4LiAmin (Ry)[16;(£) ]| Z:(1) (92)

Now, using Young’s inequality [46] for the last term in Equation (92), with y; € R, yields:
Vi(xi(t), Wi(t), &(t))
< = Aumin (RIFi (612 + 2Amax (P [ Bill 11 Aille 183 () 112 (E)[] + 2112 (1) | Ammax (P 1B [ | A [ e

+ 202 (D) | Amax () (IBiKuillp + I Lillr) €xi — 2Amax (PYIL: 1% (D11 + 2/ W; (1) I
Nlo (xsi(£), €i(£), x5j(£)) [ Amax (Pr) By [l Aillp€xi — 21 Li |6  Amax (Pr) Afuin (Ri) 1€ (8) |12

R A I; i
+ 4iAmin (Ri)€xi |6 (F) || + 21iiAmin (R;)[|8:(£) |* + ZV—?Ammmi)llxi(t)llz (93)
1

Using Equations (25) and (79), Equation (93) can be written by:
Vi(%i(t), Wi(t), &(t))
< = Amin (R0) = DB Lile = 2 Ain (R | 155011 = 2L A () A (R0
*liﬂi)\min(Ri)} & (81> + [2/\max(Pi)HBiHF||Ai||FKgi€xi + 2Amax(Py) || Bi[|p[| Ai || rewi
2 max(P9) (1BiKuill -+ 1Ll s | 510)1] + Ahidmin (Ri) i1 |

+2; [(Lﬁi + 1)exi + (Lgi + D1 i(t) + & (1)1 + (Lgi + 1)xg; + llei (B[] + Y Lyij (€x)

i~j
1) + (0] + x77) [ Amax (P I Bi | Adl e
< = PAmin(R) = 2 (P Nl = 255 Amin () 15501 = 2[4 Ao (PR
~lipidmin(Re) | &)1 + [2Amax (P Bill el AK€ + 2Amax (P | Bil [l Adl e
+2Amax (D) (|| BiKai|lg + ||Lil[g) €xi + zw?/\maX(Pi)||Bi||F||Ai||F€xi} [ ()]
o+ [4iArmin (RO)ei + 207 Amax (P) | Billel| Ai e 1:(1)
230 Ammax (P || Bi [l Al e ( (L + 1) (s + x5 + llei(8) | + 15 L (e +x37) )
i~
+285} Amax (P |1Bille | Aillrews Y- Ly (15 (1)1 + Nl (1)) ©4)
i~
then setting #; = 1iAmin (R;) Amhx (P)||Li[| 5! in Equation (94) yields:
Vi(%i(t), Wi(t), &(t))
< —Amin (Ry) 12 (1) 12 = 2011 Lil 5 Ayt (P) Armin (R) [Amin (RD) = L 125(8) |

+ [ZAmaX(Pi) I Billel| AillEK gi€xi + 2Amax (P) || Bil[e | Al F€ui + 2Amax (Pr) (I1BiK1illE + I|LillE) €xi

o+ 205} Amax (P1) 1 Bill | A [pei] 1%:(8) | + [#1Amin (Re)exi + 207 Amax (P | Billpl Adllpese] 12:(8)

+ 20 Aewax(P9) B 1Al ((Lgi + 1) (exi + 5) + (0] + 1 L ey + )
in~j

+ 27 Amax (P:) || Bille | Aillrexi 3 Lgij (1% (1] + [18;(£) 1) (95)

i~j
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It then follows that Equation (95) can be given by:

Vi(%:(t), Wi(t), &:(t))
< —dyl|Zi (1) [|* — daillé; () 1> + dail| % (£) | + dagl|éi (£) || + ds; + fi Y L1 % (1)

i~
+fi ) Lyilléi (1)l (96)
~]
where d; £ Amin(R;), d21 = 2L||L; HFl/\mgx(P>/\mln(Rz> [/\mm(R ) — } d31 = 2Amax( z')HBi”FHAiHFKgtii
+2Amax (P) || Billel| Aillreni + 2Amax(Pi) (IIBiKiillr + [|LillE) €xi + 20f Amax(P) | Billel| Aillpexi, dai =
i min(R;) - €xi + 20; Amax (Pi) || Bille | Ai | p€xi, d5i 2 207 Amax( i)||Bi||FHAi||F€xi<(L5i+1)(€xi+xfi)+
llei ()] + Xinj Lyij (exj + xr].)) and f; £ 2@ Amax(P;) || Billg|Ail|p€xi- To ensure that dy; is positive

definite, we consider /; = 0;Amin(R;) and 6; € (0,1).
Introducing:

N
V()= Z;Vi(fi(f)/ i(t)ei(t)), (97)

for the uncertain system S results in:

N

Vi) <Y, {_dlinz‘(t)”z — doi|& (£) I1* + dail| %i (1) || + dail| i (1) | + dsi + fi Y Lgij || %5 (£) |
i=1 ircj

+fiZL¢inéj(t)”}

i~j
N
= 3 [ = il m 12 = dulleOI? + (dai+ X fiLgi ) 1%+ (dui + X fiLgit ) 601 + dsi)
i=1 i~ i~
_\/J_/ _,]_/
Ds; Dy;
(98)
Letting %(t) £ [|%1(0)],--- |1En ()], a(t) 2 [ (0)l, -, llen ()], D1 £ diag([d, ... diw]), Ds

édiag([dﬂ,...,dZND,Dg, édiag([Dg,l, . D3N]) 4 = dlag([D41,...,D4N]),and D5 éz;il d5ir
then Equation (98) can equivalently be written as:

V(-) < —%1(t)D1%a(t) — X (t)Daéa(t) + D3%a(t) + Daeq(t) + Ds

<
< —Amin(D1)[|Za () 1> = Amin (D2) [[6a(£) 11> 4+ Amax (D3) [ %a(£) || + Amax(Da) |12 (t)[| + D5 (99)

Amax(D3) \/)‘gnax(DS) +/\12nax< )) +Ds

Either [|%,(t)|| > 1 or [|,(t)]| > 42, renders V(-) < 0, where ¢ £ 2 2y/min(Dy) j;i"(?g ) Honin (D
min\~'1

Amax (Dy) Anax(D3) | Abax(Dy)
and ¢ 2 2\//\min(D2)+\/4)‘[1:::1(D1)+4/\;in(D2)+D5
27 V/Amin(D2)

bounded foralli =1,2,...,N. [

, and hence, ¥;(t), é;(t), and W;(t) are uniformly ultimate

Remark 4. To show that e;(t) is bounded for all i = 1,2,..., N under the condition of Corollary 7, we can
follow Corollary 4 to show the boundedness of e;(t) foralli =1,..., N using:

llei (B < 1z (E) ]| + llés ()] (100)
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Furthermore, in order to obtain the closed-loop system error ultimate bound value
for Equation (100) and the no Zeno characterization proof, we can follow the same steps highlighted in
Corollaries 5 and 6, respectively.

4. Tlustrative Numerical Example

In this section, the efficacy of the proposed event-triggered decentralized adaptive control
approach is demonstrated in an illustrative numerical example. For this purpose, we consider the
uncertain dynamical system, which consists of five masses connected serially by springs and dampers
as depicted in Figure 2. We use the following equations of motion for the i-th mass:

[ il B ] [ s R ] [Av () + &1 () + ()] (0D
[ 28 = (ki01‘+k,~) (bilﬁbi) l izgg + g [Ajui(t) + i (xi(t)) + 63 (x;(1))],

) S | i = (2,3,4) (102)
[ 28 = i i ] [ ;CZE:; + i ] [Asui(t) + As (x5(t)) + dsa(xa(t))] (103)

where m; = 1Kg, k; = 1.5 N-m~ !, b; = 0.4 N-secm ™!, A; = 0.7, W,; = [3, 1]T, and we set the basis
function as B;(x;(t)) = x;(t). In addition, d12(x2(t)), ;;(x;(t)) and J54(x4(t)), which represent the
effect of the system interconnections, are given by:

o2(x2(t)) = { ki by ] [ izgg ] (104)
i=i—1(t i=i+1(t
o = [ b [0 |+ Lo el 2200
i=1{2,3,4} (105)
o54(x4(t))) = { ks by ] [ ziég ] (106)
) g (t) us(t)
k3 k4
bs by
) L) (i)
|—> |—> |——

Figure 2. Connected mass-damper-spring system.

The control objective of each module is to enforce x;(t) to track a filtered square reference
input c¢;(t) under the effect of uncertainties and disturbances with reduced communication effort by
event-triggering architecture. For our example, we choose a second-order ideal reference model that
has a natural frequency of 2 rad/s and a damping ratio of 0.707 for all S;,i = 1,...,5. In addition,
we use a state emulator gain L; = 91, and set all initial conditions to zero for all S;,i =1,...,5.

For the event-triggered decentralized model reference adaptive control (which is equivalent to
L;i = 0), we set Q; = I, in order to compute P; in Equation (10). The condition in Assumption 4
holds when a;; < 0.26 for i = {1,5} and ajj < 013 fori = {2,3,4}. In this case, Assumption 2 is
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satisfied for the coupling terms given in Equations (104)-(106). For the purpose of event-triggered state
emulator-based decentralized adaptive control, we set R; = 3 and Q; = Iy« in order to compute P; in
Equation (48). For [; = 0.001 and Qp; = 2501, the condition in Assumption 5 holds when ajj < 4.2
fori={1,5} and &;; < 2.1 for i = {2,3,4}. In addition, Assumption 2 is satisfied for coupling terms
given by Equations (104)—(106).

For the proposed event-triggered distributed adaptive control, we set Q; = I, in order to compute
P; in Equation (10). Note that there are no fundamental stability conditions for the case of distributed
adaptive control. Lastly, for the event-triggering thresholds, we choose €,; = 0.2 and €,; = 0.2 for
i={1,3,5} and €,; = 0.07 and €,; = 0.07 for i = {2,4}.

For the proposed event-triggered decentralized adaptive control design of Theorem 1 and
Corollary 1, Figures 3-5 represent the results for various v; and L;. In particular, we first set v; = 50
and L; = 0 in Figure 3, which results in a control response with high-frequency oscillations. In order to
suppress these undesired oscillations, we set L; = 91, as seen in Figure 4. In this figure, even though
such oscillations are reduced, the command tracking performance becomes worse as we increase L;
compared to the response in Figure 3. In addition to increasing L;, we also increase 7; in Figure 5,
to improve command tracking performance without causing high-frequency oscillations. In general,
if one picks L; to be greater than nine, then it may also be necessary to increase <y; further to obtain
a similar closed-loop system performance. It should also be mentioned that choosing L; and «; to
produce both a control response without any significant high-frequency oscillations, and a small
uniform ultimate bound can be cast as an optimization problem, as well.

Figures 6-8 represent the results of the proposed event-triggered distributed adaptive control of
Theorem 2 and Corollary 7 for the same <; and L; values. Specifically, we see high frequency content
in the control signal in Figure 6 when 7; = 50 and L; = 0, which is mitigated by increasing the state
emulator gain to L; = 91, as seen in Figure 7. In order to enhance the command tracking, which is
degraded by increasing the state emulator gain, we increase +; as seen in Figure 8.

0 2‘0 4‘0 éO 8‘0 100 0 2‘0 4‘0 éO 8‘0 100
t [s] t [s]
(A) State signals (B) Control signals

Figure 3. Command following performance for the proposed event-triggered decentralized adaptive
control approach with ; = 50 and L; = 0.
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(A) State signals

u(t)

us(t)

ug(t)

uy(t)

26 of 31

t [s]

(B) Control signals

Figure 4. Command following performance for the proposed event-triggered decentralized adaptive

control approach with ; =50and L; = 9.

20 40 60 80 100
t[s]

(A) State signals

u(t)

us(t)

uz(t)

uy(t)

20 40
t[s)
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60

100

Figure 5. Command following performance for the proposed event-triggered decentralized adaptive

control approach with 7; =200 and L; = 9.
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u(t)

us(t)

ug(t)

uy(t)

L L L L ~10 L L L L
0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100

t[s] ts]
(A) State signals (B) Control signals

Figure 6. Command following performance for the proposed event-triggered distributed adaptive
control approach with ; =50 and L; = 0.

uy (t)

us(t)

u(t)

uy(t)

L L L L ~10 L L L L
0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100

t [s] t[s]
(A) State signals (B) Control signals

Figure 7. Command following performance for the proposed event-triggered distributed adaptive
control approach with ¢; = 50 and L; = 9.
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uy (t)

us(t)
°
é £

ug(t)

uy(t)
g |
n ‘ﬁw

us(t)

o
&
E

S
.
o
S

0 2‘0 4‘0 6‘0 8‘0 100 0 20 40 60 8
tJs] ts]

(A) State signals (B) Control signals

Figure 8. Command following performance for the proposed event-triggered distributed adaptive
control approach with ¢; =200 and L; = 9.

From these results, we observe from the decentralized adaptive control case that the state
emulator-based approach not only gives stringent performance without causing high frequencies in the
controller response, but also tolerates the interconnection uncertainties of the modules. In addition, the
performance of the distributed adaptive controller is better than the decentralized adaptive controller
with the corresponding design parameter setting. The total number of the state and control event
triggers of the whole system for the cases in Figures 3-8 is given in Figure 9A,B, respectively. Figure 9
shows the drastic decrement of the triggering number using the event-triggering approach and also
the further triggering number decrement due to utilizing the state emulator-based approach.

4

x 10" x 10

10
No event-triggering

|
[
—
—

Number of triggers
@
Number of triggers

State signal Control signal State signal Control signal

(A) Decentralized adaptive control (B) Distributed adaptive control

Figure 9. Number of triggers with respect to the controller design parameters.

5. Conclusions

The design and analysis of event-triggered decentralized and distributed adaptive control
architectures for uncertain networked large-scale modular systems were presented. For the
decentralized case, it was shown in Section 2 that the proposed event-triggered adaptive control
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architecture guarantees system stability and performance with no Zeno behavior under some structural
conditions stated in Assumptions 4 and 5 that depend on the parameters of the large-scale modular
systems and the proposed architecture. For the distributed case, it was shown in Section 3 that the
proposed event-triggered adaptive control architecture guarantees the same system stability and
performance with no Zeno behavior without such structural conditions under the assumption that
physically-interconnected modules can locally communicate with each other for exchanging their
state information. In addition to the presented theoretical findings, the efficacy of the proposed
event-triggered decentralized and distributed adaptive control approaches is demonstrated on an
illustrative numerical example in Section 4, where significant reduction on the overall communication
cost was obtained for large-large modular systems in the presence of system uncertainties resulting
from modeling and degraded modes of operation of the modules and their interconnections between
each other. For the future work, sampling, data transmission and computation delays will be
considered along with the proposed results of this paper, since they also play an important role
in the performance of networked control systems. Furthermore, we will also consider the cases when a
set of diagonal elements of the control effectiveness matrix is zero and generalize the results of this
paper to cover these so-called loss of control cases.
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