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Abstract

In this work, we present the problem of simultaneous input-output feedback linearization and decoupling (non-
interacting) for mechanical control systems with outputs. We show that the natural requirement of preserving
mechanical structure of the system and of transformations imposes supplementary conditions when compared
to the classical solution of the same problem for general control systems. These conditions can be expressed
using objects on the configuration space only. We illustrate our results with several examples of mechanical
control systems.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we formulate and solve the problem of simultaneous input-output feedback linearization and
decoupling of mechanical control systems, shortly MIOLD-problem. Compared to our previous results [1, 2, 3, 4],
here we consider mechanical systems with outputs, denoted (MSO), and give conditions for the output functions
to form (partially or fully) linearizing outputs. We thus relate our problem to the classical works [5, 6, 7, 8] on
the problem of input-output decoupling (i.e. non-interacting control) and input-output linearization, which is
formalized as follows. Consider a square nonlinear control system with outputs of the form

ż = F (z) +

m∑
r=1

Gr(z)ur = F (z) +G(z)u, y = h(z) = (h1(z), . . . , hm(z))T , (1)

where z ∈ Z, a manifold of dimension N , u ∈ Rm, y ∈ Rm. Find a static invertible feedback ur = αr(z) +∑m
s=1 β

r
s (z)ũs such that for the closed-loop system the i-th input ũi affects only the corresponding i-th output

yi = hi(z) and does not affect the other outputs yj , for j ̸= i. A well known result, see e.g. [5, 6, 7] asserts
that the problem of input-output linearization and decoupling is solvable if and only if rank D(z) = m, where
D = (LGrL

ρℓ−1
F hℓ), 1 ≤ r, ℓ ≤ m, is the decoupling matrix and ρℓ are relative degrees, see Section 2 for all

definitions and the corresponding normal form.
In this paper, we will consider the input-output linearization and decoupling problem in the case, where

system (1) is mechanical, that is, the state z = (x, v) consists of configurations and velocities, and both, the
drift F and the control vector fields Gr exhibit a mechanical structure, see Section 2 for a precise definitions and
Section 3 for additional information on mechanical control systems. We shall consider the following questions:

Q1. For a mechanical control system with outputs, how to render its input-output relation both linear and
input-output decoupled in a way that preserves the mechanical structure of the system?

Q2. How does the problem of simultaneous input-output linearization and decoupling for mechanical systems
differ from that problem for general control systems?

Q3. Is it possible to formulate conditions using objects on the configuration manifold only (instead of those on
the whole state-space)?
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Q4. What are properties of both, the observable and the unobserved dynamics associated with the above
MIOLD-problem?

In Section 2, we describe the class of mechanical control systems and formulate the problem of mechanical
input-output linearization and decoupling, also known as non-interacting control problem. In Section 3, we
present foundations of geometric view of mechanical control systems and make connections between the class
of mechanical control systems and conservative Lagrangian control systems. In Section 4, we give the main
result of the paper, which is a geometric solution of the MIOLD-problem, i.e. we give conditions under which
for a mechanical system we can render, via static invertible feedback, the input-output relation both linear and
decoupled (non-interactive), and simultaneously mechanical. Then, we state conditions for mechanical feedback
linearization for systems without outputs (for which we add virtual outputs) via feedback transformations that
preserve the mechanical structure of the system, thus relating the MIOLD-problem and the results of this paper
to those of references [1, 2] .

2 Problem formulation

We introduce a minimal amount of objects and terminology necessary to formulate the result. For more on
geometric approach to mechanical systems see [9, 10], geometric control theory [6, 7], and identifying mechanical
among general control systems [11]. Consider a mechanical control system together with output, that depends
on the configurations only, of the form

ẋ = v

v̇ = −vTΓ(x)v + e(x) +

m∑
r=1

gr(x)ur,

y = h(x)

(MSO)

where x =
(
x1, . . . , xn

)T
are local coordinates on the configuration manifold Q of the system, and v =(

v1, . . . , vn
)T

are velocities and thus the pair (x, v) forms coordinates on the tangent bundle TQ, and Γ(x)
is the matrix of Christoffel symbols of the second kind Γi

jk(x), the vector fields e(x) = (e1(x), . . . , en(x))T and

gr(x) = (g1r(x), . . . , g
n
r (x))

T correspond to, respectively, uncontrolled and controlled action on the system. The
output y = (y1, . . . , ym)T depends on configurations x ∈ Q only, that is, y = h(x) = (h1(x), . . . , hm(x))T , where
h : Q → Rm is a smooth mapping. The considered system is square (equal numbers of scalar inputs and scalar
outputs). A generalization to the case of more inputs than outputs is straightforward, while in the case of less
inputs than outputs the non-interacting property cannot be achieved.

Throughout all objects are assumed to be smooth and the word smooth means C∞-smooth. The tensor
summation convention is assumed throughout, i.e. any expression containing a repeated index (upper and
lower) implies summation over that index (up to n), e.g. ωiX

i =
∑n

i=1 ωiX
i; we will not, however, apply that

convention to controls ur and control vector fields gr, where the summation goes up to m.
Note that, the mechanical control system (MSO) evolves on the tangent bundle TQ, consequently ei(x) ∂

∂vi

and gir(x)
∂

∂vi are vector fields on TQ. Actually, those are vertical lifts of vector fields on Q, i.e. e(x) = ei(x) ∂
∂xi

and gr(x) = gir(x)
∂

∂xi , respectively, and define on Q the virtual system ẋ = e(x) +
∑m

r=1 gr(x)ur. We will use
those vector fields on Q repeatedly, in particular to formulate conditions using objects defined on the manifold
Q only. See e.g. [9] for more on vertical lift of vector fields and a coordinate-free description of mechanical
control systems, here we intend to work in coordinates.

Consider the group GMF of mechanical feedback transformations of systems (MSO) given by:

(i) mechanical changes of coordinates Φ : TQ → TQ̃ of the form:

(x, v) 7→ (x̃, ṽ) = Φ(x, v) =

(
ϕ(x),

∂ϕ

∂x
(x)v

)
, (2)

called mechanical diffeomorphisms, where ϕ : Q → Q̃ is a diffeomorphism and ∂ϕ
∂x =

(
∂ϕi

∂xj

)
its Jacobi

matrix;

(ii) mechanical static feedback transformations, denoted (α, β, γ), of the form

ur = vT γr(x)v + αr(x) +

m∑
s=1

βr
s (x)ũs, (3)

where γr
jk, α

r, βr are smooth functions on Q satisfying γr
jk = γr

kj (thus transforming the Christoffel sym-
bols), and the matrix β(·) is invertible.
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Notice that elements of the group GMF of mechanical feedback transformations preserve the mechanical struc-

ture of systems. Indeed, a mechanical diffeomorphism Φ(x, v) =
(
ϕ(x), ∂ϕ

∂x (x)v
)
, together with a mechanical

feedback transformation (α, β, γ), map the system (MSO) into the mechanical system

˙̃x = ṽ

˙̃v = −ṽT Γ̃(x̃)ṽ + ẽ(x̃) +

m∑
s=1

g̃s(x̃)ũs,

y = h̃(x̃)

(M̃SO)

where ẽ = ϕ∗e, g̃s = ϕ∗(β
r
sgr), h̃ = ϕ̃∗h, with ϕ̃ = ϕ−1, and Γ̃(x̃) are the Christoffel symbols Γi

jk − girγ
r
jk

expressed in x̃-coordinates. Recall that for any vector field f on Q, any function h on Q, and any diffeomorphism
ϕ : Q → Q̃, one defines (ϕ∗f)(x̃) =

∂ϕ
∂x (ϕ̃ (x̃)) f(ϕ̃(x̃)) and ϕ̃∗h(x̃) = h(ϕ̃(x̃)).

Consider the general square nonlinear control system with outputs (1). Its relative degree ρℓ of hℓ at z0 ∈ Z
is the smallest integer such that we have LGrL

k
Fhℓ ≡ 0 in a neighborhood of z0, for all 1 ≤ r ≤ m and

0 ≤ k ≤ ρℓ − 2 and in any neighborhood of z0 there exist z and r such that LGrL
ρℓ−1
F hℓ(z) ̸= 0. Define the

decoupling matrix

D = (LGrL
ρℓ−1
F hℓ), 1 ≤ r, ℓ ≤ m,

and denote by Z0 an open and dense subset of Z such that rank D(z) is locally constant on Z0. It is well known,
compare [6, 7], that the problems of input-output decoupling (non-interacting control) and that of input-output
decoupling with simultaneous input-output linearization coincide on Z0 and are solvable around z0 ∈ Z0 if and
only if rank D(z0) = m. Moreover, after applying a suitable feedback u = α(z) + β(z)ũ, the system takes the
form

yℓ = z̃1ℓ ˙̃zjℓ = z̃j+1
ℓ 1 ≤ j ≤ ρℓ − 1

˙̃zρℓ

ℓ = ũℓ

˙̃zm+1 = Fm+1(z̃) +Gm+1(z̃)ũ,

(4)

where z̃jℓ = Lj−1
F hℓ, with 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ m, 1 ≤ j ≤ ρℓ−1, and z̃m+1 is a vector of N−

∑m
ℓ=1 ρℓ functions that complete

the z̃jℓ ’s to a local coordinate system. If for the mechanical system (MSO), expressed as ż = F (z) + G(z)u,
y = h(z), the condition rank D(z) = m is satisfied, then the above result applies, but when input-output
decoupling the system we may lose its mechanical structure; more precisely, the diffeomorphism z̃ = Ψ(z)
and feedback u = α(z) + β(z)ũ, that render the system input-output decoupled, need not be elements of the
group GMF of mechanical feedback transformations. Our aim is to input-output decouple the system (MSO)
and, simultaneously, to preserve its mechanical structure, which we formalize as follows. We say that the
mechanical input-output linearization and decoupling problem, shortly MIOLD-problem, is solvable if there
exist a diffeomorphism Φ of the form (2) and a feedback of the form (3) that bring the system (MSO) into

yℓ = x̃1
ℓ

˙̃xj
ℓ = ṽjℓ 1 ≤ j ≤ νℓ

˙̃vjℓ = x̃j+1
ℓ 1 ≤ j ≤ νℓ − 1

˙̃vνℓ

ℓ = ũℓ,

˙̃xm+1 = ṽm+1

˙̃vm+1 = −ṽT Γ̃(x̃)ṽ + ẽ(x̃) + G̃(x̃)ũ,

(MIOLD)

where 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ m and x̃m+1 is a vector that completes the x̃j
ℓ ’s to a local coordinate system on Q.

The normal form (MIOLD) is mechanical in several ways. First, the mechanical feedback transformations
(2) and (3) preserve the mechanical structure of (MSO), i.e. (MIOLD) is still a mechanical control system
and x̃ = ϕ(x) maps the configurations x of (MSO) into the configurations x̃ of (MIOLD) while ∂ϕ

∂x maps

the velocities v into velocities ṽ. Second, the observable subsystem evolving on (x̃o, ṽo), where x̃o = (x̃j
ℓ) and

ṽo = (ṽjℓ ), for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ m and 1 ≤ j ≤ νℓ, is mechanical, linear and decoupled implying that the input-
output relation of (MIOLD) is linear and decoupled. More precisely, the (x̃o, ṽo)-subsystem consists of m
even-dimensional chains of integrators; this is the canonical form of linear mechanical controllable systems
[12] and the outputs y = (y1, . . . , ym)T are compatible with that form, i.e. they form the first state-variables
(configurations) at each chain. The lengths 2νℓ of the chains are defined by the relative degrees νℓ, for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ m,
of the virtual system ẋ = e(x) +

∑m
r=1 gr(x)ur, y = h(x), which form the relative half-degree of (MSO), see

Definition 1 below for a precise formulation. Finally, the equations of the unobserved part given by (x̃m+1, ṽm+1),
possess the mechanical structure as well, namely, they involve ẽ(x̃), Γ̃(x̃), G̃(x̃) that are vectors and matrices of
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appropriate sizes that depend nonlinearly on both x̃o and x̃m+1 and, moreover, the Christoffel symbols Γ̃(x̃)
are multiplied by components of all velocities ṽ = (ṽo, ṽm+1).

The following example illustrates the difference between the notion of input-output decoupling in the me-
chanical versus the general context.

Example 1: Consider the mechanical system with two inputs, two outputs, and 3 degrees of freedom

y1 = x1

ẋ1 = v1

v̇1 = u1

y2 = x2

ẋ2 = v2

v̇2 = −Γ2
22(v

2)2 − Γ2
33(v

3)2 + x3 + g22u2

ẋ3 = v3

v̇3 = u2.

(5)

If g22(x) ̸= 0, then ρ1 = ρ2 = 2, the decoupling matrix D = (LGr
LFhℓ) satisfies rank D(z) = 2, where z = (x, v),

and the system can be transformed, via the mechanical feedback ũ1 = u1, ũ2 = −Γ2
22(v

2)2−Γ2
33(v

3)2+x3+g22u2

into the form (MIOLD). Now, assume that g22 ≡ 0 and that Γ2
33 ̸= 0, then around any point (x0, v0) such

that Γ2
33(x0)v

3
0 ̸= 0 the vector relative degree is (ρ1, ρ2) = (2, 3), the decoupling matrix D is invertible and

the system is input-output decoupable but neither the normal form (4) nor linearizing transformations are
mechanical. Indeed, the observable subsystem is of dimension 5, the unobserved subsystem is of dimension 1
(so none of them is mechanical) and the variable L2

Fh2 = −Γ2
22(v

2)2 − Γ2
33(v

3)2 + x3 mixes up positions and

velocities. Finally, assume that g22 ≡ 0, Γ2
33 ≡ 0 and

∂Γ2
22

∂x3 ≡ 0. Then the vector relative degree is well
defined and (ρ1, ρ2) = (2, 4), the decoupling matrix D is invertible and the system is input-output decoupable.
Notice that ρ1 = 2ν1 = 2 and ρ2 = 2ν2 = 4, where (ν1, ν2) are relative half-degrees, see Definition 1 in
Section 4. Nevertheless, the system is not mechanically input-output decoupable (unless Γ2

22 ≡ 0) because
L2
Fh2 = −Γ2

22(v
2)2 + x3 mixes up positions and velocities (like in the previous case). If g22 ≡ 0, Γ2

33 ≡ 0, and
Γ2
22 ≡ 0, then the system is already linear and input-output decoupled.

3 Mechanical control systems

A class of mechanical control systems that we study is motivated by the class of conservative Lagrangian control
systems (called also simple mechanical control system in [9]) but is more general because e(x) can be any vector
field (given by a, possibly, non potential force) and because of allowing for any symmetric (not necessarily
metric) connection defining Γi

jk. In this section, we recall various representations of mechanical control systems
starting with Lagrangian control systems, then we give a geometric definition of mechanical control systems
studied in the paper.

Consider a mechanical control system with n degrees of freedom (DOF) and m controls. Its Lagrangian,
defined as the difference between the kinetic energy T (x, ẋ) and the potential energy V (x), reads L = T (x, ẋ)−
V (x) = 1

2 ẋ
TM(x)ẋ− V (x), where the symmetric positive definite matrix M(x) is the inertia matrix (a metric

tensor) of the system. We assume that there is no energy dissipation (e.g. friction, damping) in the system

and that it is subject to two kinds of external forces that are positional: external control forces
m∑
r=1

τr(x)ur and

an uncontrolled external (not necessarily potential) force τ0(x). The corresponding controlled Euler-Lagrange
equations are

d

dt

∂L
∂ẋ

− ∂L
∂x

= τ0(x) +

m∑
r=1

τr(x)ur,

giving, with the notation v = ẋ,

M(x)v̇ + C(x, v)v − P (x) =

m∑
r=1

τr(x)ur,

where C(x, v) is the Coriolis matrix, P (x) = ∂L
∂x + τ0 is an uncontrolled force (possibly non potential because

of τ0) and τr(x) are external forces controlled by the controls ur. Inverting the inertia matrix M(x) gives

v̇ = −M−1(x)C(x, v)v + M−1(x)P (x) + M−1(x)
m∑
r=1

τr(x)ur which, in (local) coordinates (x, v) ∈ TQ, takes

the form (MSO) (assuming the outputs y = h(x) to depend on the configurations only). The components of
M−1(x)C(x, v)v are Γi

jk(x)v
jvk, with Γi

jk being the Christoffel symbols of the Levi-Civita connection corre-

sponding to the metric M(x), e(x) = M−1(x)P (x), and gr(x) = M−1(x)τr(x).
A mechanical control system on TQ, with outputs, of the form (MSO) can be represented by a 5-tuple

(Q,∇, g, e, h) consisting of the configuration manifold Q and four geometric objects defined as follows: a sym-
metric affine connection ∇ on Q, an m-tuple of control vector fields g = (g1, . . . , gm) on Q, an uncontrolled
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vector field e on Q, and a map h : Q → Rm. For more on different classes of mechanical control systems see
[9, 10, 11, 13, 14].

A curve x(t) : I → Q, I ⊂ R, is a trajectory of (MSO) if it satisfies the following equation

∇ẋ(t)ẋ(t) = e (x(t)) +

m∑
r=1

gr (x(t))ur, (6)

together with the output response y(t) = h(x(t)). Equation (6) can be viewed as an equation that balances
accelerations of the system, where the left hand side represents geometric accelerations (i.e. accelerations caused
by the geometry of the system) and the right hand side represents accelerations caused by external actions on
the system (controlled or not). System (6) in local coordinates (x, v) on TQ takes the form of a first-order
system of differential equation (MSO), as given at the beginning of Section 2, to which we add the output
y = h(x), thus establishes a one-to-one correspondence between the differential equations of (MSO) and the
5-tuples.

4 Main result

The output y = h(x) of (MSO) is given by a map h : Q → Rm, however the system (MSO) evolves on TQ
so we will also interpreted h (actually its pullback π∗h, where π : TQ → Q is the canonical projection) as
h : TQ → Rm. We will denote both maps by h and we use both of them depending on the context. Moreover,
recall that e and gr are vector fields on Q that are in one-to-one correspondence with their counterparts on TQ
of (MSO), cf. Section 3.

In order to formulate the main result we need to define a mechanical analogue of the (vector) relative degree,
called also characteristic number, cf. textbooks [6, 7].

Definition 1. The mechanical control system (MSO)equipped with Rm-valued configuration output map h :

Q → Rm, h(x) = (h1(x), . . . , hm(x))
T
has the vector relative half-degree (ν1, . . . , νm) around x0 if

(i) LgrL
q
ehℓ = 0, for 1 ≤ ℓ, r ≤ m and 0 ≤ q ≤ νℓ − 2,

(ii) the m×m decoupling matrix, of the virtual system ẋ = e(x) +
∑m

r=1 gr(x)ur, y = h(x), given by

D(x) =
(
LgrL

νℓ−1
e hℓ

)
(x),

is of full rank equal to m, around x0.

Remark 1. Notice that the decoupling matrix D consists of functions LgrL
νℓ−1
e hℓ on Q while the decoupling

matrix D, introduced in Section 2, consists of LGrL
ρℓ−1
F hℓ that are functions on TQ defined with the help of

Gr = gr(x)
∂
∂v and F = v ∂

∂x − (vTΓ(x)v + e(x)) ∂
∂v , which are the control vector fields and the drift of (MSO),

respectively.

Example 1 (cont.): For system (5) of Example 1 we have e = x3 ∂
∂x2 , g1 = ∂

∂x1 , and g2 = g22
∂

∂x2 + ∂
∂x3 . If

g22 ̸= 0, then ν1 = ν2 = 1 and we have ρ1 = 2ν1, ρ2 = 2ν2. If g
2
2 ≡ 0, then ν1 = 1, ν2 = 2, independently of the

values of Γ2
22 and Γ2

33, since the relative half-degrees depend on e and gr’s only. However, the vector relative
degree (ρ1, ρ2) is either (2, 3) or (2, 4) as discussed in Example 1.

In the Appendix, we define the covariant derivative ∇ω of a differential 1-form ω and, in particular, we
apply it to ω = dLk

ehℓ and use ∇(dLk
ehℓ) in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. For the mechanical control system (MSO) with outputs the MIOLD-problem is solvable, locally
around x0 ∈ Q and globally in v ∈ TxQ, if and only if the system (MSO)

(MR1) has a well defined vector relative half-degree (ν1, . . . , νm), i.e.

rank D(x0) = m;

(MR2) satisfies

∇(dLq
ehℓ) = 0 for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ m and 0 ≤ q ≤ νℓ − 2.

Remark 2. Condition (MR2) ensures that the differentials of the output functions hℓ and their successive
νℓ − 2 Lie derivatives with respect to e are covariantly constant. Equivalently, the new coordinates, given by hℓ

and their successive Lie derivatives Lk
ehℓ, are covariantly linear (precisely, except the last one of each chain of

integrators, that can be made covariantly linear by an appropriate feedback). This gives a geometric insight into
the mechanical linearization procedure.
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Remark 3. Both conditions (MR1) and (MR2) can be tested using differentiation and algebraic operations
only and involve objects defined on Q (of dimension n) and not on TQ (of dimension 2n). Condition (MR1)
uses vector fields e and gr of the virtual system ẋ = e(x) +

∑m
r=1 gr(x)ur only while to calculate the covariant

derivatives of condition (MR2) we use also the Christoffel symbols Γi
jk.

Proof. Necessity. First, we will show that the conditions hold for the mechanical input-output linear and
decupled system (MIOLD), then we will prove that they are invariant under mechanical diffeomorphisms and
feedback (2)-(3).

It is immediate to see that the vector relative half-degree of (MIOLD) is (ν1, . . . , νm) and D = Im, the
identity matrix, so (MR1) holds. To avoid summation over double indices now we will rewrite (MIOLD) as

follows. Set µ0 = 0, µℓ =
∑ℓ

i=1 νi, for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ m, and denote µ = µm. Then the system (MIOLD) reads (we
drop the ”tildas”):

ẋi = vi,

v̇i = xi+1,

v̇µℓ = uℓ,

v̇i = −Γi
jk(x)v

jvk + ei(x) +

m∑
r=1

gir(x)ur,

yℓ = hℓ(x) = xµℓ−1+1,

1 ≤ i ≤ n,

µℓ−1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ µℓ − 1,

1 ≤ ℓ ≤ m,

µ+ 1 ≤ i ≤ n

1 ≤ ℓ ≤ m.

(7)

Now observe that in (7) we have Ll−1
e hℓ = xµℓ−1+l, 1 ≤ l ≤ νℓ, and that the Christoffel symbols in the equations

for v̇i, where 1 ≤ i ≤ µ, vanish identically. Setting q = l − 1 we conclude, for 0 ≤ q ≤ νℓ − 2, that

∇(dLq
ehℓ) = ∇(dLl−1

e hℓ) =
∂2

∂xj∂xk
(xµℓ−1+l) dxj ⊗ dxk = 0, for 1 ≤ j, k ≤ n, (8)

see (17) in the Appendix, so (MR2) holds as well.
The invariance under diffeomorphisms is obvious since both the Lie derivative and the covariant derivative

are geometric operations and the notion of relative degree does not depend on coordinates. Now, we will prove
invariance under the mechanical feedback (3). Note that the objects defining (MSO), namely Γi

jk, e, and gr,
change under feedback in the following way

Γ̃i
jk = Γi

jk −
m∑
r=1

girγ
r
jk, ẽ = e+

m∑
r=1

grα
r, g̃s =

m∑
r=1

βr
sgr, (9)

and define the feedback modified system (M̃SO) with the maintained output y = h(x). The decoupling matrix

D̃(x), of the virtual system ẋ = ẽ(x) +
∑m

r=1 g̃r(x)ũr of (M̃SO), is D̃(x) =
(
Lg̃rL

ν̃ℓ−1
ẽ hℓ

)
(x). It is known, see

e.g. [6, 7], that for 0 ≤ q ≤ νℓ − 1

Lq
ẽhℓ = Lq

ehℓ and Lg̃sL
νℓ−1
ẽ hℓ =

m∑
r=1

βr
sLgrL

νℓ−1
e hℓ. (10)

Item (i) of Definition 1 implies that the former equality of (10) yields Lg̃rL
q
ẽhℓ = 0, for 0 ≤ q ≤ νℓ−2, and item

(ii) of Definition 1 implies that the latter yields D̃(x) :=
(
βr
sLgrL

νℓ−1
e hℓ

)
= D(x)β(x). Therefore (i) and (ii)

are feedback invariant showing that (MR1) is necessary. To prove necessity of (MR2), by a direct calculation
we show that the covariant derivative ∇̃, whose Christoffel symbols Γ̃i

jk are given by (9), acts on a differential
one-form ω ∈ Λ(Q) as follows

∇̃ω = ∇ω +

m∑
r=1

ω(gr) · γr,

where the matrices γr =
(
γr
jk

)
, for 1 ≤ j, k ≤ n. Thus, for ω = dLq

ẽhℓ, by (10) we have

∇̃dLq
ẽhℓ = ∇̃dLq

ehℓ = ∇dLq
ehℓ +

m∑
r=1

dLq
ehℓ(gr)γ

r = 0,

for 0 ≤ q ≤ νℓ−2, where the first term vanishes by (8) and the second by the definition of the relative half-degree
since dLq

ehℓ(gr) = LgrL
q
ehℓ.
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Sufficiency. Consider a mechanical system with outputs (MSO) satisfying (MR1)-(MR2). We will transform
it to the form (7), which is an equivalent way of representing (MIOLD). By (MR1), the mechanical system
(MSO) has a well defined vector relative half-degree (ν1, . . . , νm), so set µ0, µ1, . . . , µm = µ as at the beginning
of the necessity part and define functions ϕ1, . . . , ϕµ by taking, for ℓ = 1, . . . ,m,

ϕµℓ−1+l = Ll−1
e hℓ, 1 ≤ l ≤ νℓ.

It is well known that the functions ϕ1, . . . , ϕµ are locally independent around x0, see e.g. [6, 7], and complete

them by ϕµ+1, . . . , ϕn so that ϕ = (ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) is a local diffeomorphism. Set x̃i = ϕi(x) and ṽi = ∂ϕi

∂x · v, for
1 ≤ i ≤ n. In (x̃, ṽ)-coordinates the system (MSO) reads

˙̃xi = ṽi, 1 ≤ i ≤ n,
˙̃vi = −Γ̃i

jkṽ
j ṽk + x̃i+1, µℓ−1 + 1 ≤ i ≤ µℓ − 1,

˙̃vµℓ = −Γ̃µℓ

jk ṽ
j ṽk + ẽµℓ +

m∑
r=1

d̃µℓ
r ur, 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ m,

˙̃vi = −Γ̃i
jkṽ

j ṽk + ẽi +
m∑
r=1

g̃irur, µ+ 1 ≤ i ≤ n

yℓ = h̃ℓ(x̃) = x̃µℓ−1+1, 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ m

where Γ̃i
jk are Christoffel symbols expressed in x̃-coordinates and

(
d̃µℓ
r

)
= D̃ is the invertible, due to (MR1),

decoupling matrix D expressed in x̃-coordinates, that is, D̃(x̃) = D(ϕ−1(x̃)). We will prove that Γ̃i
jk = 0, for

1 ≤ j, k ≤ n and all 1 ≤ i ≤ n such that i ̸= µℓ, for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ m; any such index i is of the form i = µℓ−1 + l for
a certain 1 ≤ l ≤ νℓ − 1. To this end, calculate in x̃-coordinates using (MR2)

0 = ∇
(
dLl−1

e hℓ

)
= ∇

(
dϕµℓ−1+l

)
= ∇

(
dx̃µℓ−1+l

)
and denoting i = µℓ−1 + l and using (17) we get

0 = ∇
(
dx̃i

)
=

∂2x̃i

∂x̃j∂x̃k
+ Γ̃s

jk

∂x̃i

∂x̃s
= 0 + Γ̃s

jkδ
i
s = Γ̃i

jk

implying that Γ̃i
jk = 0 and thus giving ˙̃vi = x̃i+1, for any 1 ≤ i ≤ n, i ̸= µℓ. Applying the invertible feedback

ũℓ = ṽT γ̃ℓ(x̃)ṽ + α̃ℓ(x̃) +

m∑
r=1

β̃ℓ
r(x̃)ur,

where ṽT γ̃ℓ(x̃)ṽ = −Γ̃µℓ

jk ṽ
j ṽk, α̃ℓ = ẽµℓ , and β̃ℓ

r = d̃µℓ
r (implying that the feedback is, indeed, invertible since so

is D̃ =
(
d̃µℓ
r

)
), we get ˙̃vµℓ = ũℓ, for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ m, and thus we obtain the desired form (7) in (x̃, ṽ)-coordinates

and with respect to the controls ũ = (ũ1, . . . , ũm)T .

It is worth to interpret the linearizability conditions. The first condition (MR1) ensures that in the (x̃, ṽ)-
coordinates the control appears in equations for ˙̃vνℓ

ℓ and ˙̃vm+1 only, see (MIOLD). The second condition
(MR2) ensures that by introducing the new coordinates (x̃, ṽ) we compensate the Christoffel symbols in the
(x̃o, ṽo)-subsystem.

To summarize, the mechanical diffeomorphism and feedback that perform input-output linearization and
non-interacting are given by

(x̃, ṽ) = Φ(x, v) =

(
ϕ(x),

∂ϕ

∂x
(x)v

)
with (11)

ϕ(x) =
(
h1, Leh1, . . . , L

ν1−1
e h1, h2, Leh2, . . . , L

ν2−1
e h2, . . . , hm, Lehm, . . . , Lνm−1

e hm, ϕµ+1, . . . , ϕn
)T

,

and the feedback modified controls, for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ m, are

ũℓ =

(
∂2Lνi−1

e hℓ

∂xj∂xk
− ∂Lνi−1

e hℓ

∂xi
Γi
jk

)
vjvk + Lνℓ

e hℓ +

m∑
r=1

LgrL
νℓ−1
e hℓur,

or using matrix notation

ũ = C(x, v) +A(x) +D(x)u,
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where u = (u1, . . . , um)
T
, ũ = (ũ1, . . . , ũm)

T
,

A(x) =

 Lν1
e h1

...
Lνm
e hm

 , D(x) =

 Lg1L
ν1−1
e h1 . . . LgmLν1−1

e h1

...
. . .

...
Lg1L

νm−1
e hm . . . LgmLνm−1

e hm

 ,

C(x, v) =


(

∂2Lν1−1
e h1

∂xj∂xk − ∂Lν1−1
e h1

∂xi Γi
jk

)
vjvk

...(
∂2Lνm−1

e hm

∂xj∂xk − ∂Lνm−1
e hm

∂xi Γi
jk

)
vjvk

 ,

hence the MIOLD-linearizing mechanical feedback reads

u = D−1(x) (−C(x, v)−A(x) + ũ) . (12)

Corollary 1. If the control distribution G = span {g1, . . . , gm} is involutive around x0 (for instance, if the
system has a single control), then it is possible to choose the functions ϕµ+1(x), . . . , ϕn(x) such that

Lgrϕ
i = 0, for 1 ≤ r ≤ m, µ+ 1 ≤ i ≤ n,

and in coordinates (x̃1, . . . , x̃µ, x̃µ+1, . . . , x̃n), where x̃i = ϕi, µ + 1 ≤ i ≤ n (completed by the corresponding
velocities ṽi = ˙̃xi), the unobserved part of (MIOLD) does not contain controls and takes the form

˙̃xm+1 = ṽm+1

˙̃vm+1 = −ṽT Γ̃(x̃)ṽ + ẽ(x̃).

The proof is a direct application of the Frobenius theorem and follows the same line as that of Proposition
5.1.2. in [7].

If the unobserved (x̃m+1, ṽm+1)-part is absent in (MIOLD), then the system takes the following form.

Corollary 2. The mechanical control system (MSO) is, locally around x0 ∈ Q and globally in v, equivalent
via a mechanical feedback transformation of the form (2)-(3) to (MIOLD) with (x̃m+1, ṽm+1)-part absent if
and only if (MSO) satisfies conditions (MR1)-(MR2) of Theorem 1 and, moreover,

µ =

m∑
ℓ=1

νℓ = n.

In this case, the system is linear on the whole state-space and consist of m chains of 2νℓ-fold integrators (which
is the canonical form of any controllable linear mechanical control system, see [12]) with outputs equal to the
top configuration variables of each chain.

Now, for mechanical system (MS) without outputs

ẋ = v

v̇ = −vTΓ(x)v + e(x) +

m∑
r=1

gr(x)ur,
(MS)

consider the problem of mechanical feedback linearization, shortly MF-linearization [1, 2], i.e. the problem of
whether we can transform the system (MS) without output to a linear mechanical system using transformations
(2)-(3).

Proposition 1. The mechanical control system (MS) is, locally around x0 ∈ Q, MF-linearizable if and only
if there exist m functions h1, . . . , hm ∈ C∞(Q) for which

(MF1) the vector relative half-degree (ν1, . . . , νm) of (MS), with h = (h1, . . . , hm) considered as its output, is

well defined and satisfies
m∑
ℓ=1

νℓ = n.

(MF2) ∇(dLk
ehℓ) = 0 for 0 ≤ k ≤ νℓ − 2.

Remark 4. The general nonlinear control system ż = F (z) +
∑m

r=1 Gr(z)ur, z ∈ Z ⊂ RN , is locally feedback
linearizable if and only if there exist m functions h1, . . . , hm whose vector relative degree (ρ1, . . . , ρm) is well
defined and satisfies

∑m
ℓ=1 ρℓ = N , cf. Lemma 5.2.1 in textbook [7]. Proposition 1 can thus be considered as a

mechanical counterpart of that result and conditions (MF1)-(MF2) guarantee that the linearizing transformations
exist and are mechanical.
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It is well known that static feedback linearizable systems ż = F (z, u) are flat [15, 16, 17, 18], that is, we can
find φ = (φ1, . . . , φm) called a flat output, where φℓ = φℓ(z, u, . . . , u

(κ)), such that

z = ζ(φ, φ̇, . . . , φ(σ−1)) and u = δ(φ, φ̇, . . . , φ(σ)), (13)

for some integers k ≥ −1 and σ ≥ 1. If the mechanical system (MS) without output, is MF-linearizable then
is thus flat and the flatness property reflects additionally its mechanical structure. Namely, as a flat output
of (MS) we can take (φ1, . . . , φm) = (h1, . . . , hm) given by Proposition 1 (that holds for (MS) since it is
MF-linearizable). Moreover, expressing the configurations xi involves time-derivatives of hℓ of even orders only
and that of velocities vi of linear combination of even and odd orders. The differential weight [19, 20], which is

the number time-derivatives φ
(j)
ℓ involved in (13), of the flat output h = (h1, . . . , hm) is 2n +m, which is the

minimal possible thus confirming that the system is static feedback linearizable (cf. Theorem 2.2 in [20]). More
precisely, we have the following result. Given local coordinates (xi) on Q, the induced local coordinates on TQ
defined by (xi, ẋi) = (xi, vi) will be called mechanical state-variables of (MS) and consists of configuration
variables x = (xi) and corresponding velocities v = (vi) = (ẋi).

Proposition 2. If the mechanical control system (MS) is, locally around x0, MF-linearizable then h =
(h1, . . . , hm) of Proposition 1 is a flat output of differential weight 2n + m and, moreover, (MS) is locally
MF-equivalent to (MIOLD), with (x̃m+1, ṽm+1)-part absent, where

x̃ =
(
h1, ḧ1, . . . , h

(2ν1−2)
1 , h2, ḧ2 . . . , h

(2νm−2)
m

)
,

ṽ =
(
ḣ1,

...
h 1, . . . , h

(2ν1−1)
1 , ḣ2,

...
h 2, . . . , h

(2νm−1)
m

)
,

where (ν1, . . . , νm) is the vector relative half-degree of (MS) with h = (h1, . . . , hm) considered as output. Any
other mechanical state-variables (x, v) of (MS) are given by

x = ζ
(
h1, ḧ1, . . . , h

(2ν1−2)
1 , h2, ḧ2 . . . , h

(2νm−2)
m

)
,

v = ϱ
(
h1, ḣ1, . . . , h

(2ν1−1)
1 , h2, ḣ2, . . . , h

(2νm−1)
m

)
,

where the map (ζ, ϱ) is locally invertible and ϱ is a linear map of odd derivatives h
(2j−1)
ℓ with coefficients

depending on even derivatives h
(2j)
ℓ only.

A proof is a direct consequence of the sufficiency part of the proof of Theorem 1.

Remark 5. Any configuration variables x = (xi) are expressed in terms of even derivatives h
(2j)
ℓ only. On the

other hand, the velocity variables ṽ = (ṽi) of (MIOLD) are expressed in terms of odd derivatives h
(2j−1)
ℓ only,

while others velocity variables v = (vi) as their linear functions (with coefficients depending on even derivatives).

In fact, v =
m∑
ℓ=1

νℓ−1∑
j=0

∂ζ

∂h
(2j)
ℓ

h
(2j+1)
ℓ = =

m∑
ℓ=1

νℓ−1∑
j=0

∂ζ

∂h
(2j)
ℓ

ṽj+1
ℓ and, indeed, the coefficients ∂ζ

∂h
(2j)
ℓ

depend on h
(2j)
ℓ

only.

5 Examples

5.1 The Inertia Wheel Pendulum

Consider the equation of dynamics of the Inertia Wheel Pendulum [21], i.e. a pendulum with a rotating wheel
attached, as depicted in Figure 1,

ẋ1 = v1

ẋ2 = v2
v̇1 = e1 + g1u

v̇2 = e2 + g2u,

where e1 = m0

md
sinx1, g1 = − 1

md
, e2 = −m0

md
sinx1, g2 = md+J2

J2md
, and m0 = aL1(m1 + 2m2), md = L2

1(m1 +

4m2)+J1, J2 are constant parameters. Above, x1 = θ1 ∈ S1 denotes the angle of the pendulum measured from
the vertical position, and x2 = θ2 ∈ S1 is the angle of the wheel. The masses and the momenta of inertia of the
pendulum and the wheel are m1, m2 and J1, J2, respectively. The distance to the center of the pendulum is
L1 and a is the gravitational constant. The torque applied to the wheel is the control signal. In the following
calculation we use vector fields on Q = S1 × S1, namely e(x) = ei(x) ∂

∂xi and g(x) = gi(x) ∂
∂xi with ei(x) and

gi(x) defined above. The output of the system is y = h(x) = x1. It is straightforward to see that the system
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Figure 1: The Inertia Wheel Pendulum

has the relative half-degree ν = 1, since Lgh = − 1
md

̸= 0. Therefore, by applying the mechanical feedback

ũ = e1 + g1u we get the normal form (MIOLD):

y = x1 ẋ1 = v1

ẋ2 = v2

v̇1 = e1 + g1
1

g1
(−e1 + ũ) = ũ

v̇2 = e2 + g2
1

g1
(−e1 + ũ) = e2 − g2

g1
e1 +

g2

g1
ũ = ẽ2 + g̃2ũ.

The 2-dimensional subsystem (x1, v1), with the output y = x1 = θ1, is linear and mechanical and decoupled
from the unobservable (x2, v2)-part that is still mechanical. This directly corresponds to Theorem 1 (note that
for ν = 1 condition (MR2) is empty).

To illustrate condition (MR2), consider the same Inertia Wheel Pendulum with the output y = h(x) =
md+J2

J2
x1 + x2. We have the relative half-degree ν = 2 = n, since Lgh = 0 and LgLeh ̸= 0. Moreover,

∇dh = ∂2h
∂xj∂xk −Γk

ji
∂h
∂xk = 0, since ∂2h

∂xj∂xk = 0 and all Christoffel symbols Γk
ji are zero. Thus the system satisfies

(MR1)-(MR2) of Theorem 1 and is locally equivalent (around any x0 satisfying x1
0 ̸= ±π

2 ), via a mechanical
feedback transformation of the form (2)-(3), to the system (MIOLD) without the unobserved part.

If we consider the MF-linearization problem of the Inertia Wheel Pendulum, then obviously the above
function h(x) = md+J2

J2
x1 + x2 satisfies conditions (MF1)-(MF2) of Proposition 1 (all others being of the

form ch(x), where c ∈ R∗). Indeed, the mechanical diffeomorphism (x̃, ṽ) = Φ(x, v) = (ϕ(x), ∂ϕ
∂x (x)v) with

ϕ(x) = (h, Leh)
T MF-linearizes the system. The system in new coordinates reads

˙̃x1 =
md + J2

J2
v1 + v2 = ṽ1

˙̃v1 =
md + J2

J2

(
m0

md
sinx1 − 1

md
u

)
− m0

md
sinx1 +

md + J2
m2J2

u

=
m0

J2
sinx1 = Leh = x̃2 (14)

˙̃x2 =
m0

J2
cosx1v1 = ṽ2

˙̃v2 = −m0

J2
sinx1v1v1 +

m2
0

2mdJ2
sin(2x1)− m0

mdJ2
cosx1u = ũ,

which is linear, mechanical, and consists of a chain of 4 integrators, assuming that x1 ̸= ±π
2 . Finally, consider

another output given by a nonlinear function of the previous one, namely h̃ = h̃
(

md+J2

J2
x1 + x2

)
, where h̃ is

not ch, c ∈ R∗. Now the system is input-output decouplable (in fact, feedback linearizable), since the relative
degree ρ = 4, however not mechanically input-output decouplable. Indeed, the relative half-degree is still ν = 2,
yet ∇dh̃ ̸= 0 which contradicts (MR2) of Theorem 1.

5.2 TORA3

We will study the MIOLD-problem and its relation with MF-linearization of the TORA3 system (see Figure 2)
proposed in [2], which is based on the TORA system (Translational Oscillator with Rotational Actuator) studied
in the literature, e.g. [22] (however we add gravitational effects). It consists of a two dimensional spring-mass
system, with masses m1,m2 and spring constants k1, k2, respectively. A pendulum of length l3, mass m3, and
moment of inertia J3 is added to the second body. The displacements of the bodies are denoted by x1 and x2,
respectively, and the angle of the pendulum by x3. The control u is a torque applied to the pendulum. The
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equations of the mechanical system on TQ, where Q = R2 × S1, read

ẋ1 = v1 v̇1 = e1

ẋ2 = v2 v̇2 = −Γ2
33v

3v3 + e2 + g2u

ẋ3 = v3 v̇3 = −Γ3
33v

3v3 + e3 + g3u

where Γ2
33 = −p0 sin x3

p1+p2 sin2 x3 , Γ
3
33 = p2 sin x3 cos x3

p1+p2 sin2 x3 , e1 = − k1

m1
x1 + k2

m1

(
x2 − x1

)
, e2 =

1
2p2a sin 2x3−p3(x

2−x1)

p1+p2 sin2 x3 , e3 =
p4(x2−x1) cos x3−p5 sin x3

p1+p2 sin2 x3 ,

g2 = −m3l3 cos x3

p1+p2 sin2 x3 , g
3 = m2+m3

p1+p2 sin2 x3 , with constant parameters: p0 = m3l3(m3l
2
3 + J3), p1 = m2m3l

2
3 + J3(m2 +

m3), p2 = m2
3l

2
3,

p3 = k2
(
m3l

2
3 + J3

)
, p4 = m3l3k2 p5 = m3l3a(m2 + m3). Recall that e(x) = ei(x) ∂

∂xi and g(x) = gi(x) ∂
∂xi ,

with ei(x) and gi(x) defined above, are vector fields on Q.

Figure 2: The TORA3 system.

Set the output function y = h(x) = x1. A straightforward calculation shows that Lgh = 0, Leh = − k1

m1
x1 +

k2

m3

(
x2 − x1

)
, and LgLeh ̸= 0, so the relative half-degree is ν = 2 and, moreover, ∇dh = 0. Therefore,

applying a change of coordinates (x̃, ṽ) = Φ(x, v) = (ϕ(x), Dϕ(x)v) with ϕ(x) = (h, Leh, x
3)T and the feedback

ũ = −(∂Leh
∂x2 Γ2

33 +
∂Leh
∂x3 Γ3

33)v
3v3 + L2

eh + LgLehu, the system can be transformed into the following system of
the form (MIOLD), with 4-dimensional linear subsystem and 2-dimensional unobserved part (x̃3, ṽ3),

y = x̃1

˙̃x1 = ṽ1

˙̃v1 = x̃2

˙̃x2 = ṽ2

˙̃v2 = ũ

˙̃x3 = ṽ3

˙̃v3 = −Γ̃3
33ṽ

3ṽ3 + ẽ3 + g̃3ũ.

Choosing the output function as y = h(x) = m1

m2+m3
x1 + x2 + m3l3

m2+m3
sinx3, it is possible to fully MF-

linearize the system (see Corollary 2). A direct calculation shows that now we have Lgh = LgLeh = 0, since

Leh = − k1

m2+m3
x1, and LgL

2
eh = k1p4 cos x3

m1(m2+m3)(p1+p2 sin2 x3)
̸= 0, around x3

0 ̸= ±π
2 , therefore the relative half-

degree is ν = n = 3. Moreover, ∇dh = ∇dLeh = 0 thus the system is (fully, input-state) MF-linearizable

using a linearizing diffeomorphism (x̃, ṽ) =
(
ϕ(x), ∂ϕ

∂x (x)v
)
, with ϕ(x) =

(
h, Leh, L

2
eh

)T
and the feedback is

ũ = (
∂2L2

eh
∂xjxk − ∂L2

eh
∂xi Γi

jk)v
jvk + L3

eh+ LgL
2
ehu. The resultant system is the chain of 6 integrators.

5.3 Forced double pendulum on an oscillating base.

Consider a forced double pendulum on an oscillating base as depicted on Figure 3, see [1]. It consists of a
2-DOF pendulum with actuators in both joints, with masses m1, m2 and lengths l1, l2, respectively. The
pendulum is mounted on an harmonic oscillator, with mass m3 and spring constant k, that moves horizontally.
The displacement of the base is denoted by x3, and the angles of the pendulum by x1 and x2. The controls u1

and u2 are torques applied to, respectively, the first and second joint of the pendulum.
The kinetic energy is T = 1

2mij ẋ
iẋj , where mij ≥ 0 are elements of the inertia matrix, i.e. the metric

(0,2)-tensor, given by:

m =

 l21(m1 +m2) m2l1l2 cos(x
1 − x2) l1(m1 +m2) cosx

1

m2l1l2 cos(x
1 − x2) m2l

2
2 m2l2 cosx

2

l1(m1 +m2) cosx
1 m2l2 cosx

2 m1 +m2 +m3

 .

The potential energy is

V = −(m1 +m2)l1a cosx
1 −m2l2a cosx

2 +
1

2
k(x3)2,
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Figure 3: Forced double pendulum on an oscillating base

where a is the gravitational constant. The equations of the dynamics can be written on TQ, where Q =
S1 × S1 × R, as

ẋ1 = v1 v̇1 = −Γ1
11v

1v1 − Γ1
22v

2v2 + e1 + g11u1 + g12u2

ẋ2 = v2 v̇2 = −Γ2
11v

1v1 − Γ2
22v

2v2 + e2 + g21u1 + g22u2

ẋ3 = v3 v̇3 = −Γ3
11v

1v1 − Γ3
22v

2v2 + e3 + g31u1 + g32u2,

(15)

M = 1/
(
l1m1(m1 +m2) sin

2 x1 + l1m2m3 sin
2(x1 − x2) + l1m1m3

)
Γ1
11 =

1

2
Ml1m1(m1 +m2) sin(2x

1) +
1

2
Ml1m2m3 sin

(
2(x1 − x2)

)
Γ1
22 = Ml2m1m2 sinx

1 cosx2 +Ml2m2m3 sin(x
1 − x2)

Γ2
11 = − l21(m1 +m2)m3

l2
M sin(x1 − x2)

Γ2
22 = − l1m2m3

2
M sin

(
2(x1 − x2)

)
Γ3
11 = −l21m1(m1 +m2)M sinx1

Γ3
22 = −l1l2m1m2M sinx1 cos(x1 − x2)

g11 =
M

l1

(
m1 +m3 +m2 sin

2 x2
)

g21 = g12 = −M

l2

(
m3 cos(x

1 − x2) + (m1 +m2) sinx
1 sinx2

)
g31 = M

(
m2 sin(x

1 − x2) sinx2 −m1 cosx
1
)

g22 =
l1(m1 +m2)

l22m2
M

(
m3 + (m1 +m2) sin

2 x1
)

g32 = − l1(m1 +m2)

l2
M sinx1 sin(x1 − x2)

e1 = Mm1(m1 +m2 +m3)a sinx
1 −Mkx3 cosx1

+Mm2 sin(x
1 − x2)

(
m3a cosx

2 + kx3 sinx2
)

e2 = − l1(m1 +m2)

l2
M sin(x1 − x2)

(
m3a cosx

1 + kx3 sinx1
)

e3 = − l1m1(m1 +m2)a

2
M sin(2x1) +Ml1m1kx

3 +Ml1m2kx
3 sin2(x1 − x2).

Again, e(x) = ei(x) ∂
∂xi and gr(x) = gir(x)

∂
∂xi , with ei(x) and gi(x) defined above, are vector fields on Q.

Set the output functions to be y1 = h1 = x2 and y2 = h2 = x3. Immediately we see that Lgrh1 = g2r and
Lgrh2 = g3r , for r = 1, 2, therefore the vector relative half-degree is (ν1, ν2) = (1, 1). By applying the following
mechanical feedback to system (15) (no change of coordinates needed)

ũ1 = −Γ2
11v

1v1 − Γ2
22v

2v2 + e2 + g21u1 + g22u2

ũ2 = −Γ3
11v

1v1 − Γ3
22v

2v2 + e3 + g31u1 + g32u2,
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we get the system of the form (MIOLD)

ẋ1 = v1 v̇1 = −Γ̃1
11v

1v1 − Γ̃1
22v

2v2 + ẽ1 + g̃11ũ1 + g̃12ũ2

ẋ2 = v2 v̇2 = ũ1

ẋ3 = v3 v̇3 = ũ2

(16)

with the output (h1, h2) = (x2, x3) and (x1, v1)-part being unobserved. Denoting p1 = − l2m2

l1(m1+m2)
and p2 =

−m1+m2+m3

l1(m1+m2)
, we have

Γ̃1
11 = − tanx1

Γ̃1
22 = p1 secx

1 sinx2

g̃11 = p1 secx
1 cosx2

g̃12 = p2 secx
1

ẽ1 =
k

l1(m1 +m2)
x3 secx1,

where the vector fields of (16) are ẽ = ẽ1 ∂
∂x1 , g̃1 = g̃11

∂
∂x1 + ∂

∂x2 , and g̃2 = g̃12
∂

∂x1 + ∂
∂x3 .

Now choose, for system (16), output functions as y1 = h1 = 1
p1p2

sinx1 − 1
p2

sinx2 − x3

p1
and y2 = h2 = x2.

A direct calculation shows that Lg̃1h1 = Lg̃2h1 = 0, Lẽh1 = p3x
3, for p3 = kl1(m1+m2)

l2m3(m1+m2+m3)
, Lg̃1Lẽh1 = 0,

Lg̃2Lẽh1 = p3. Moreover, we have Lg̃1 h̃2 = 1, Lg̃2 h̃2 = 0. Now, the vector relative half-degree is (ν̃1, ν̃2) = (2, 1)
and ∇dh1 = 0, therefore, by Theorem 1, the MIOLD-problem is solvable with the unobservable part absent
(since ν̃1 + ν̃2 = 2+ 1 = n) and thus, by Corollary 2, the system is (fully, input-state) MF-linearizable. Indeed,

to MF-linearize the system, we need to apply the mechanical diffeomorphism x̃1 = 1
p1p2

sinx1 − 1
p2

sinx2 − x3

p1
,

ṽ1 = 1
p1p2

v1 cosx1− 1
p2
v2 cosx2− v3

p1
, x̃2 = x2, ṽ2 = v2, x̃3 = x3, ṽ3 = v3, which bring the system into (MIOLD)

with (xm+1, vm+1) absent.

In all above examples we showed that choosing different output functions renders the system partially or
fully linearizable. Despite the fact that for mechanical systems the most natural choice for the output functions
(available by direct measurements) are the configurations xi themselves, this could not be the best choice for
the control design purposes. It can be more fruitful to use nontrivial output functions h(x) (that MF-linearize
the system) and in practical realizations such functions can be computed by the controller (e.g. PC, PLC, etc.).

6 Conclusions

In this paper we have stated and solved the problem of simultaneous input-output feedback linearization and
decoupling of mechanical control systems, also known as non-interacting control problem. In contrast to the
case of general control systems the problem is nontrivial if we ask for preserving the mechanical structure of the
system. We formulate our conditions in terms of objects defined on the configuration manifold Q only. Therefore
a natural question arises, namely to compare the relative degrees ρℓ with the newly introduced relative half-
degree νℓ. Furthermore, a related problem is that of the existence of mechanically flat inputs (see preliminary
results in [24]), namely the mechanical analogous of the result of [25]. Another interesting topic is to draw a
comparison between our result and the problem of the input-output decoupling of Hamiltonian systems, see e.g.
[26, 27]. We plan to address all those problems in future works.

7 Appendix

The operator of an affine connection ∇ allows to define intrinsically the acceleration as the covariant derivative
∇ẋ(t)ẋ(t), see [9, 10, 23]. In local coordinates on Q, an affine connection is determined by its Christoffel symbols

∇ ∂

∂xj

∂

∂xk
= Γi

jk

∂

∂xi
,

and we assume throughout that ∇ is symmetric, i.e. Γi
jk = Γi

kj . Given an affine connection ∇, we may
differentiate any tensor field on Q along a given vector field, for details see [23]. We say that a vector field
f is parallel along a curve x(t) if ∇ẋ(t)f = 0. In order to describe a vector field f = fk ∂

∂xk that is parallel
along any curve on Q, we construct (using linearity of the affine connection) a (1, 1)-tensor field called the total

13



covariant derivative ∇f = ∇jf
idxj ⊗ ∂

∂xi , where ∇jf
i = ∂fi

∂xj + Γi
jkf

k. This object can be viewed as a matrix

of covariant derivatives in all directions ∂
∂xj . We say that a vector field f is parallel on Q if and only if ∇f = 0.

This concept can be generalized to any tensor field. Below, we give formulae for the total covariant derivatives
of functions and differential one-forms, which are used in the paper.

For a (0, 0)-tensor, i.e. a scalar function h ∈ C∞(Q), the total covariant derivative∇h is the exact differential
dh ∈ Λ(Q), where Λ(Q) is the set of smooth differential one-forms, that is the (0, 1)-tensor

∇h = dh =
∂h

∂xj
dxj .

For a (0, 1)-tensor field, i.e. a differential one-form ω = ωj dxj ∈ Λ(Q), the total covariant derivative
∇ω = ∇kωj dxj ⊗ dxk is the (0, 2)-tensor field, with

∇kωj =
∂ωj

∂xk
− Γi

jkωi.

Finally, by a combination of the above formulae, we have

∇dh = (
∂2h

∂xj∂xk
− Γi

jk

∂h

∂xi
) dxj ⊗ dxk. (17)
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