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Abstract—This paper is devoted to normal forms for x-flat
control-affine systems with two inputs. We propose a general
triangular normal form which contains several other normal
forms discussed in the literature as special cases. We derive
conditions under which a system with given x-flat output can
be transformed into the proposed triangular form. Based on the
triangular form we motivate a simple algorithm for identifying
candidates for flat outputs.

Index Terms—flatness, normal forms, nonlinear control sys-
tems, geometric methods

I. INTRODUCTION

The concept of differential flatness has been introduced

by Fliess, Lévine, Martin and Rouchon in [1], [2], and has

attracted a lot of interest in the control systems community.

The property of a system to be differentially flat (or just “flat”

for short) allows for a systematic solution of feed-forward and

feedback control problems, see e.g. [3]–[6]. Roughly speaking,

a nonlinear control system of the form

ẋ = f(x, u) (1)

with dim(x) = n states and dim(u) = m inputs is flat if there

exists an m-dimensional (fictitious) output

y = ϕ(x, u, u̇, . . . , u(q)) , (2)

u(q) denoting the q-th time derivative of the input, such that

the state and the input of the system can locally be expressed

as functions of this output and a finite number of its time

derivatives, i.e.,

x = Fx(y, ẏ, . . . , y
(r−1))

u = Fu(y, ẏ, . . . , y
(r)) .

Such a (fictitious) output (2) is called a flat output of the

system (1). The computation of flat outputs is known to be a

difficult problem. There do not exist easily verifiable necessary

and sufficient conditions, except for certain classes of systems,

including two-input drift-less systems, see [7], systems which

are linearizable by a one-fold prolongation of a suitably chosen

control, see [8], two-input systems which are linearizable by
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a two-fold prolongation of a suitably chosen control, see [9]–

[11]. Necessary and sufficient conditions for (x, u)-flatness of

control-affine systems with two inputs and four states can be

found in [12]. In the references [13]–[17], structurally flat

triangular forms have been used for computing flat outputs.

Such triangular forms have proven to be very useful in

this problem. E.g. in [13]–[16] triangular forms have been

geometrically characterized, which provides easily applicable

sufficient conditions for flatness. In [17] an implicit triangular

form together with a constructive scheme for successively

transforming a system into the proposed triangular form is

presented.

In this paper, we propose a very general structurally flat

triangular form for a particular class of flat systems, namely

control-affine two input systems

ẋ = f(x) + g1(x)u
1 + g2(x)u

2 (3)

which are x-flat, i.e., which possess a flat output y =
(ϕ1(x), ϕ2(x)) that depends on the system’s state only. We

derive conditions under which a system (3) with given x-

flat output can be transformed into the proposed triangular

form. Although deriving a complete characterization of this

triangular form does not seem to be a tractable problem, it is

still useful for the problem of computing flat outputs. Indeed,

based on the proposed triangular form we motivate a simple

algorithm for identifying candidates for flat outputs and the

triangular form may be used as a basis for formulating more

sophisticated algorithms as well.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section II we intro-

duce some notation and provide a definition for flatness. The

normal form and its relation to some normal forms discussed in

the literature are presented in Section III. A simple algorithm

for identifying candidates for flat outputs is presented in

Section IV. In Section V the results are illustrated by means

of an example and proofs are provided in Section VI.

II. NOTATION AND FLATNESS

We make use of the Einstein summation convention. The

k-fold Lie derivative of a function ϕ along a vector field

v is denoted by Lkvϕ and we define the Lie derivative

of a codistribution P = span{ω1, . . . , ωp} by LvP =

http://arxiv.org/abs/2403.15592v1


span{Lvω
1, . . . ,Lvω

p}.1 The Lie bracket of two vector fields

v and w is denoted by [v, w]. Given a distribution D, its

involutive closure is denoted by D and we write C(D) for its

characteristic distribution, which is spanned by all vector fields

v ∈ D that satisfy [v,D] ⊂ D. Characteristic distributions are

always involutive. By ∂xh we denote the m × n Jacobian

matrix of h = (h1, . . . , hm) with respect to x = (x1, . . . , xn).
The symbols ⊂ and ⊃ are used in the sense that they also

include equality. We write h[α] for the α-th time derivative

of a function h. When h consists of several components,

i.e., h = (h1, . . . , hm), then h[α] = (h1[α], . . . , h
m
[α]). To

keep expressions involving time derivatives of different orders

short we use multi-indices. Let A = (a1, . . . , am) be a

multi-index. Then h[A] = (h1[a1], . . . , h
m
[am]) and h[0,A] =

(h1[0,a1], . . . , h
m
[0,am]) where hj[0,aj ] = (hj[0], . . . , h

j

[aj ]
). Addi-

tion and subtraction of a multi-index with an integer c is

defined byA±c = (a1±c, . . . , am±c). Furthermore, we define

#A =
∑m

j=1 aj . Throughout, all functions and (co)vector

fields are assumed to be smooth and all (co)distributions are

assumed to have locally constant rank, we consider generic

points only. We call two systems ẋ = f(x, u) and ˙̄x = f̄(x̄, ū)
static feedback equivalent if they are locally equivalent via a

state transformation x̄ = Φx(x) and a static feedback trans-

formation ū = Φu(x, u), i.e., (f l(x, u)∂xlΦix(x)) ◦ Φ̂(x̄, ū) =
f̄ i(x̄, ū) where Φ̂ denotes the inverse of the transformation

(x̄, ū) = (Φx(x),Φu(x, u)).
Like e.g. in [18], we use a finite-dimensional differential-

geometric framework with an extended state and input mani-

fold X ×U[0,lu] with coordinates (x, u, u[1], . . . , u[lu]), where

u[α] denotes the α-th time derivative of the input u and lu is

some sufficiently large but finite integer. The time derivative

h[1] of a function h(x, u, u[1], . . . , u[lu−1]) along trajectories

of (1) is then given by the Lie derivative Lfuh along the vector

field

fu = f i(x, u)∂xi +

lu−1
∑

α=0

uj[α+1]∂uj

[α]
. (4)

Throughout, we assume that lu is chosen large enough such

that fu acts as time derivative on all functions considered.

Within this framework, flatness can be defined as follows.

Definition 1: The system (1) is called flat if there exists an

m-tuple of smooth functions

ϕj(x, u, u[1], . . . , u[q]), j = 1, . . . ,m (5)

defined on X ×U[0,lu] and smooth functions F ix, F ju such that

locally the conditions

xi = F ix(ϕ[0,R−1]), i = 1, . . . , n

uj = F ju(ϕ[0,R]), j = 1, . . . ,m
(6)

with some multi-index R = (r1, . . . , rm) hold. The m-tuple

(5) is called a flat output.

Definition 1 implies that the differentials dϕ, dϕ[1], . . . , dϕ[β]

up to an arbitrary order β are linearly independent, and based

1Note that LvP on its own is meaningless as it depends on the particular
choice of generators ωl, but e.g. P + LvP is a well defined codistribution.

on that, it can be shown that locally there exist a unique

minimal multi-index R and unique maps Fx and Fu such

that (6) holds, see e.g. [18] for further details. The map

(Fx, Fu) : R
#R+m → R

n+m is a submersion (it degenerates

to a diffeomorphism for linearizing outputs in the sense of

static feedback linearization). We denote the difference of the

dimensions of the domain and the codomain of this map by d,

i.e., d = #R+m− (n+m) = #R−n, and refer to it as the

differential difference of the corresponding flat output. In [8],

[19], the number #R+m is called the differential weight of

the flat output. (The differential weight of a flat output with

differential difference d is thus given by n +m + d.) A flat

output is called minimal if its differential difference is the

smallest among all flat outputs of the system.

III. TRIANGULAR NORMAL FORM

In the following, we consider nonlinear two-input control-

affine systems

ẋ = f(x) + g1(x)u
1 + g2(x)u

2 (7)

with dim(x) = n. Let

y = (ϕ1(x), ϕ2(x)) (8)

be an x-flat output of (7) and let K = (k1, k2) be the relative

degrees of the flat output components, which are defined via

L
kj−1
fu

ϕj = ϕj[kj−1](x) , L
kj
fu
ϕj = ϕj[kj ](x, u) .

Since we are dealing with a control-affine system, the vector

field fu is of the form

fu =
(

f i(x) + u1gi1(x) + u2gi2(x)
)

∂xi +

lu−1
∑

α=0

uj[α+1]∂uj

[α]

and ϕj[kj ](x, u) are actually affine functions of u. Now consider

the static feedback transformation ū1 = ϕ1
[k1]

(x, u), ū2 = u2

(permute u1 and u2 if necessary).2 Such transformations have

also been used in [20] and [21] where it has been shown

2The static feedback ū1 = ϕ1
[k1]

(x, u), ū2 = u2 implies the transforma-

tion
ū1
[1] = ϕ1

[k1+1](x, u, u[1]) ū2
[1] = u2

[1]

.

.

.
.
.
.

ū1
[lu] = ϕ1

[k1+lu](x, u, u[1], . . . , u[lu]) ū2
[lu] = u2

[lu]

for the derivatives of the inputs. In the new coordinates the vector field fu
reads

fu = f̄ i(x, ū)∂xi +

lu−1∑

α=0

ū
j

[α+1]
∂
ū
j

[α]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

f̄u

+ . . . ∂ū1
[lu]

+ . . . ∂ū2
[lu]

,

where f̄ = f ◦ Φ̂u and Φ̂u denotes the inverse of the transformation
ū1 = ϕ1

[k1]
(x, u), ū2 = u2 (which depends affinely on ū when ϕ1

[k1]
(x, u)

depends affinely on u). The in general non-zero components in the ∂ū
j

[lu]
-

directions can be ignored as long as lu is chosen large enough, i.e., after
applying a transformation, we can solely work with f̄u, which is of the same
structure as fu in the original coordinates. (An additional state transformation
x̄ = Φx(x) would only affect the ∂x-components and result in the compo-

nents f̄ i(x̄, ū) = (f l(x, u)∂xlΦi
x(x)) ◦ Φ̂(x̄, ū) with respect to ∂x̄i .)



that by applying such a transformation, the flat output and

its derivatives up to the orders R = (r1, r2) take the form3

ϕ1 = ϕ1(x) ϕ2 = ϕ2(x)
...

...
ϕ1
[k1−1] = ϕ1

[k1−1](x) ϕ2
[k2−1] = ϕ2

[k2−1](x)

ϕ1
[k1]

= ū1 ϕ2
[k2]

= ϕ2
[k2]

(x, ū1)

ϕ1
[k1+1] = ū1[1] ϕ2

[k2+1] = ϕ2
[k2+1](x, ū

1, ū1[1])
...

...
ϕ1
[r1]

= ū1[r1−k1] ϕ2
[r2]

= ϕ2
[r2]

(x, ū1, ū1[1], . . . ,

ū1[r2−k2], ū
2) .

(9)

It is immediate that the derivatives of ϕ1 from order k1 on are

just derivatives of the new input ū1. The form of the derivatives

of ϕ2 can be derived by exploiting the fact that by assumption

R = (r1, r2) are the minimal integers such that (6) holds, from

which it additionally follows that r1 − k1 = r2 − k2, see e.g.

[20] for details. Furthermore, it follows that k1 + r2 = n
since it must be possible to construct exactly n independent

functions of x only from the functions (9). In conclusion,

the relative degrees K = (k1, k2), the state dimension n, the

orders R = (r1, r2) and the differential difference d are related

as follows (see also [22], Proposition 3.19)

k1 + r2 = n , k2 + r1 = n , n− k1 − k2 = d .

From these properties, it also immediately follows that R =
K + d.

With any x-flat output (8), we associate the following

sequence of codistributions

PK−1 = span{dϕ[0,K−1]}

PK = span{dϕ[0,K]}
...

PK+d−1 = PR−1 = span{dϕ[0,R−1]}

PK+d = PR = span{dϕ[0,R]} ,

(10)

as well as the following intersections with span{dx}

QK−1 = PK−1 ∩ span{dx}

QK = PK ∩ span{dx}
...

QR−1 = PR−1 ∩ span{dx} .

(11)

Due to the linear independence of dϕ, dϕ[1], . . . , dϕ[β] up to

an arbitrary order β (see below Definition 1), we obviously

have

PK−1 ⊂
2
PK ⊂

2
. . . ⊂

2
PR−1 ⊂

2
PR .

By the definition of the relative degree, we furthermore have

QK−1 = PK−1 and from (9) it is also immediate that

QK−1 ⊂
1
QK ⊂

1
. . . ⊂

1
QR−1 = span{dx} .

3The control-affine two-input x-flat systems studied here belong to the
broader class of general nonlinear two-input systems ẋ = f(x, u1, u2) with
(x, u)-flat outputs, i.e., flat outputs ϕ(x, u) which may depend on the state x
and also the input u, which are studied in [20] and [21]. The results therein
are thus directly applicable here.

Except for QK−1 and QR−1 the remaining codistributions in

(11) are not necessarily completely integrable. In case that

all of them are indeed completely integrable, the system can

be transformed into a triangular form compatible with the

corresponding (not necessarily minimal) x-flat output ϕ(x),
as the following theorem asserts.

Theorem 2: The system (7) with x-flat output ϕ =
(ϕ1(x), ϕ2(x)) is static feedback equivalent to the triangular

form

ż1 = z2

...
żk1−1 = zk1

żk1 = v1

żk1+1 = zk1+2

...
żk1+k2−1 = zk1+k2

żk1+k2 = ak1+k2(z1, . . . , zk1+k2+1)+

bk1+k2(z1, . . . , zk1+k2+1)v1

żk1+k2+1 = ak1+k2+1(z1, . . . , zk1+k2+2)+

bk1+k2+1(z1, . . . , zk1+k2+2)v1

...
żn−1 = an−1(z) + bn−1(z)v1

żn = v2 (12)

with ϕ = (z1, zk1+1) and bk1+k2 6= 0, as well as ∂zl+1al 6= 0
or ∂zl+1al 6= 0 for l = k1+k2, . . . , n−1, if and only if all the

corresponding codistributions (11) are completely integrable.

A proof of this theorem is provided in Section VI. Due to the

property ∂zl+1al 6= 0 or ∂zl+1bl 6= 0 for l = k1+k2, . . . , n−1,

one of the functions al or bl in each equation can always

be normalized to zl+1. Such normalizations preserve the

triangular structure. The normal form (12) contains several

normal forms discussed in the literature as special cases:

• For k1 + k2 = n, i.e., if the sum of the relative degrees

of the flat ouput components coincides with the state

dimension, the form (12) degenerates to the Brunovský

normal form and ϕ = (z1, zk1+1) is a linearizing output

in the sense of static feedback linearization, see [23]–[27].

• When k1 = k2 = 1 and all al = 0, (12) reduces (after

normalizing all bl) to the chained form

ż1 = v1

ż2 = z3v1

...
żn−1 = znv1

żn = v2 ,

see e.g. [7], [28]–[32].

• The case k1 = k2 = 1 with al not necessarily zero and

∂zl+1bl 6= 0 leads (after normalizing all bl) to so-called

extended chained systems, see [14], [33]–[35].

• In [36], normal forms for x-flat two-input control-affine

systems in dimension five are presented. All except for

one of these normal forms are special cases of (12) (the

one exception is discussed below).

In general, not all of the codistributions (11) are completely

integrable. An example is the following system in dimension



five with x-flat output (x1, x2)

ẋ1 = u1

ẋ2 = x3 + x4u1

ẋ3 = a(x1, . . . , x4) + (−x5 + b(x1, . . . , x4))u1

ẋ4 = x5 + c(x1, . . . , x4)u1

ẋ5 = u2

taken from [36], see also [34]. For the flat output (x1, x2) the

relative degrees are K = (1, 1) and the codistributions (11)

follow as

Q(0,0) = span{dx1, dx2}

Q(1,1) = span{dx1, dx2, dx3 + u1dx4}

Q(2,2) = span{dx1, dx2, dx3, dx4}

Q(3,3) = span{dx1, dx2, dx3, dx4, dx5} ,

with Q(1,1) being not completely integrable.

IV. IDENTIFYING CANDIDATES FOR FLAT OUTPUTS

Deriving verifiable necessary and sufficient conditions for

static feedback equivalence to (12), as it has been done for

most of the specializations listed below Theorem 2 in the

cited references, does not seem to be a tractable problem.

However, candidates for flat outputs, i.e., candidates for the

top variables (z1, zk1+1) in (12), may be identified by simple

algorithms like the one we will propose below. In fact it

suffices to identify only one potential component. When one

component of a flat output of a two-input system is known, a

second component can be computed using e.g. the results in

[37]. (In this reference, the problem of computing the missing

component of a flat output of a system with m inputs when

m − 1 components are known, resp. have been guessed, is

addressed.) As an alternative to [37], for two-input systems

(7) for which one component of an x-flat output is known, a

second component can also be computed as follows:

1) Let ϕ1(x) be a candidate for a component of an x-flat

output.

2) Introduce ϕ1
[k1]

(x, u) as a new input via the static feed-

back v1 = ϕ1
[k1]

(x, u), v2 = u2 (permute u1 and u2 if

necessary, note that this is actually an affine feedback).

3) Let ẋ = f̄(x)+ḡ1(x)v
1+ḡ2(x)v

2 be the system obtained

by applying this feedback. Prolong (n− 1)-fold the new

input v1, which leads to the prolonged system

ẋ = f̄(x) + ḡ1(x)v
1 + ḡ2(x)v

2

v̇1 = v1[1]
...

v̇1[n−2] = v1[n−1]

(13)

with input (v1[n−1], v
2) and state (x, v1, v1[1], . . . , v

1
[n−2]).

4) Let fp, g1,p, g2,p be the drift and control vector fields

of the prolonged system (13). Apply the well-known test

for static feedback linearizability to the prolonged system

(13), i.e., compute the linearizability distributions D1 =
span{g1,p, g2,p}, Di = Di−1 + [fp, Di−1] for i ≥ 2 and

check them for involutivity and their ranks, see e.g. [26].

5) If the prolonged system (13) is indeed static feedback

linearizable, then the linearizing outputs of the prolonged

system are flat outputs of the original system.

6) If the prolonged system (13) is not static feedback

linearizable, then it can be concluded that the candidate

ϕ1(x) is not part of an x-flat output of the system and

the procedure may be repeated with a different candidate.

The claims made in 5) and 6) can be proven based on the

structure (9). See also [20], where a similar result for (x, u)-
flat two-input systems ẋ = f(x, u1, u2) is derived.

With these preliminaries at hand, let us now state a simple

procedure for identifying flat output candidates, resp. candi-

dates for one component of a flat output. Let f = f i(x)∂xi ,

g1 = gi1(x)∂xi and g2 = gi2(x)∂xi be the drift and control

vector fields of system (7). Starting from the distribution

D1 = span{g1, g2}, a sequence

D1 ⊂ D2 ⊂ . . . ⊂ Di ⊂ . . . ⊂ T (X ) (14)

of distributions is computed as follows:

• If Di is involutive, then Di+1 = Di + [f,Di].
• If Di is non-involutive, then Di+1 = Di + [Di, Di].

These distributions are feedback invariant and we can assume

that Ds = T (X ) for some integer s, otherwise the system is

not accessible and thus certainly not flat. Let s be the smallest

integer such that Ds = T (X ), then Ds−1 ⊂
p
T (X ) with p ≥ 1

and Ds−1 can either be involutive or non-involutive.

(a) If Ds−1 is involutive, then there exist p
functions h1(x), . . . , hp(x) such that D⊥

s−1 =
span{dh1, . . . , dhp}. Choose a function ψ : R

p → R

and take ϕ1(x) = ψ(h1(x), . . . , hp(x)) as candidate for

a flat output component.

(b) If Ds−1 is non-involutive, then replace Ds−1 by its

characteristic distribution C(Ds−1) and proceed as in (a).

In item (a), when p = 1, only one candidate has to be checked,

but for p ≥ 2, there are in fact infinitely many ways to combine

the p functions, i.e., there are infinitely many non-equivalent

choices for ψ. The proposed procedure is motivated by the

triangular form (12) based on the following considerations.

• In case that in (12) we have ∂zl+1bl 6= 0 for all l =
k1 + k2, . . . , n− 1, the procedure certainly succeeds:

– When in this case additionally k1 = k2 = 1 holds,

then the sequence (14) ends with Ds = D1 = T (X )
and C(Ds−1) ⊂

3
T (X ). A flat output component is

then indeed any function ϕ1 such that dϕ1 6= 0 and

dϕ1 ⊥ C(Ds−1). This follows from the properties of

(extended) chained systems, see [32], [35] for details.

– For k1 ≥ 2 and/or k2 ≥ 2, it follows that Ds−1 is

involutive and its annihilator is spanned by dz1 and/or

dzk1+1.

• When however ∂zl+1bl 6= 0 does not hold for all l = k1+
k2, . . . , n− 1, then besides obtaining new directions via

Di+1 = Di+ [Di, Di], there are also steps in which new

directions are obtained by taking Lie brackets with the

drift vector field, i.e., Di+1 = Di+[f,Di]. It follows that



as long as at least one of the flat output components has a

sufficiently large relative degree kj , then this component

can still be found via the proposed procedure.

Finally, it should be noted that a system (7) can of course

have many different x-flat outputs for which the condition of

Theorem 2 is met, and these flat outputs of course need not

have the same differential difference. It is thus not guaranteed

that flat output components found via the proposed procedure

belong to minimal flat outputs. The procedure only aims at

finding a component that belongs to one of the system’s flat

outputs which is compatible with (12).

V. EXAMPLE

Consider the following model of an induction motor (al-

ready simplified by a static feedback), taken from [38], see

also [19]

θ̇ = ω

ω̇ = µψdIq −
τL
J

ψ̇d = −ηψd + ηMId

ρ̇ = npω +
ηMIq
ψd

İd = vd

İq = vq .

The inputs are vd, vq . The drift and input vector fields are

given by f = ω∂θ+(µψdIq−
τL
J
)∂ω+(−ηψd+ηMId)∂ψd

+

(npω+
ηMIq
ψd

)∂ρ, g1 = ∂Id , g2 = ∂Iq . Applying the procedure

for identifying candidates for flat output components from the

previous section, for the distributions (14), we obtain

D1 = span{g1, g2} = span{∂Id , ∂Iq}

D2 = D1 + [f,D1] = span{∂Id , ∂Iq , ∂ψd
, ψ2

dµ∂ω +Mη∂ρ}

D3 = D2 + [D2, D2] = span{∂Id , ∂Iq , ∂ψd
, ∂ω, ∂ρ} = D2

D4 = D3 + [f,D3] = T (X )

and since Ds−1 = D3 is involutive, item (a) applies. We

have D⊥
3 = span{dθ} and thus ϕ1 = θ as candidate for a

component of an x-flat output. It follows that ϕ1 = θ is indeed

a flat output component, and a suitable second component is

given by ϕ2 = ρ. It can be computed using e.g. the 6 step

procedure from the previous section. Following the sufficiency

part of the proof of Theorem 2, the system can be represented

in the form (12). This is achieved by the state transformation

z1 = ϕ1 = θ, z2 = ϕ1
[1] = ω, z3 = ϕ1

[2] = µψdIq −
τL
J

,

z4 = ϕ2 = ρ, z5 = ϕ2
[1] = npω +

ηMIq
ψd

, z6 = Id and the

static feedback v1 = ϕ1
[3], v

2 = ud, which leads to

ż1 = z2

ż2 = z3

ż3 = v1

ż4 = z5

ż5 = a5(z2, z3, z5, z6) + b5(z2, z3, z5)v1

ż6 = v2 .

VI. PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Necessity. It is straightforward to verify that for a system in

the form (12) all the codistributions (11) computed for ϕ =
(z1, zk1+1) are indeed completely integrable.

Sufficiency. We have to show that a system (7) with x-

flat output (ϕ1(x), ϕ2(x)) for which the codistributions (11)

are all completely integrable can be put into the form (12)

by means of a state transformation and a static feedback.

For that, let us first show that the required state transformation

is given by

z1 = ϕ1(x)

z2 = ϕ1
[1](x)

...
zk1 = ϕ1

[k1−1](x)

zk1+1 = ϕ2(x)

zk1+2 = ϕ2
[1](x)

...
zk1+k2 = ϕ2

[k2−1](x)

zk1+k2+1 = gk1+k2+1(x)
...

zn = gn(x) ,

where the functions g can be chosen as any function such

that QK−1+l = QK−1 + span{dgk1+k2+1, . . . , dgk1+k2+l},

l = 1, . . . , n − k1 − k2. The existence of such functions g
is assured since by assumption all the codistributions (11) are

completely integrable. In other words, we introduce new coor-

dinates z in which all the codistributions (11) are straightened

out simultaneously and use ϕ[0,K−1](x) as a part of these new

coordinates. In these new coordinates we by construction have

QK−1 = span{dz1, . . . , dzk1+k2}

QK = span{dz1, . . . , dzk1+k2+1}
...

QR−1 = span{dz1, . . . , dzn} .

Next, introduce v1 = ϕ1
[k1]

(x, u) by means of a static feedback

(and keep u2 as the other input, which may require permuting

u1 and u2). Note that this is actually an affine feedback. For

the codistributions (10) we then have

PK−1 = QK−1 = span{dz1, . . . , dzk1, dzk1+1, . . . , dzk1+k2}

PK = span{dz1, . . . , dzk1 , dv1,

dzk1+1, . . . , dzk1+k2 , dϕ̄2
[k2]

}

PK+1 = span{dz1, . . . , dzk1 , dv1, dv1[1],

dzk1+1, . . . , dzk1+1, dϕ̄2
[k2]

, dϕ̄2
[k2+1]}...

where ϕ̄2
[α] denotes ϕ2

[α] expressed in the new coordinates.

Because of QA ⊂ PA and dv1, dv1[1], . . . /∈ QA, we can

construct new bases for the codistributions PA, namely

PK−1 = QK−1 = span{dz1, . . . , dzk1, dzk1+1, . . . , dzk1+k2}

PK = span{dz1, . . . , dzk1 , dv1,

dzk1+1, . . . , dzk1+k2 , dzk1+k2+1}

PK+1 = span{dz1, . . . , dzk1 , dv1, dv1[1],

dzk1+1, . . . , dzk1+k2 , dzk1+k2+1, dzk1+k2+2}
...

PR−1 = span{dz1, . . . , dzk1 , dv1, dv1[1], . . . , dv
1
[n−k1−k2−1],

dzk1+1, . . . , dzn}

PR = span{dz1, . . . , dzk1 , dv1, dv1[1], . . . , dv
1
[n−k1−k2]

,

dzk1+1, . . . , dzn, du2} ,

where the differentials dϕ̄2
[k2]

, dϕ̄2
[k2+1], . . . , dϕ̄

2
[r2−1] got re-

placed by dzk1+k2+1, dzk1+k2+2, . . . , dzn, and dϕ̄2
[r2]

by du2



(which can be done because flatness obviously implies that

span{dz, dv1, du2} ⊂ PR). Using these bases of the codis-

tributions PA, the triangular structure of the system equations

in the (z, v)-coordinates can be deduced as follows. Because

of PA+1 = PA + Lf̄uPA, with f̄u denoting (4) in the newly

introduced coordinates (see also footnote 2), it follows that for

i = k1+k2, . . . , n−1 the differential dLf̄uz
i can be expressed

as a linear combination of the differentials dz1, . . . , dzi+1, dv1

and this linear combination necessarily involves dzi+1, but

it does not involve differentials of v1[α], α > 0 due to the

structure of the vector field f̄u. This in turn is equivalent

to the property that for i = k1 + k2, . . . , n − 1 the time

derivative Lf̄uz
i of zi depends on z1, . . . , zi+1, v1 only and

explicitly depends on zi+1. Furthermore, due to the structure

of f̄u, the derivative Lf̄uz
i depends affinely on v1. Hence,

in conclusion, there exist functions ai, bi such that Lf̄uz
i =

ai(z1, . . . , zi+1)+bi(z1, . . . , zi+1)v1 and at least ∂zi+1ai 6= 0
or ∂zi+1bi 6= 0. Analogously, it follows that Lf̄uz

n explicitly

depends affinely on u2 and can thus be normalized to v2 by

an affine input transformation. Together with the triangular

structure of the equations for żi for i = 1, . . . , k1 + k2 − 1,

which is an immediate consequence of the fact that we have

chosen zi for i = 1, . . . , k1+k2 as successive time derivatives

of flat output components, we indeed obtain the triangular

form (12). �
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