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ABSTRACT. In an optimal control strategy, an important point is to define the cost of the control. Usually it is added to the
control criterion and multiplied by a small coefficient denoted by ε which is known as the marginal cost of the control. The key
idea of this paper, is to introduce a smoothing term in the control cost which aims at reducing the quantity of energy spent and
reducing the oscillations of the control. Then using a so-called asymptotic control based on the smallness of ε, we construct an
exact control which can be implemented in a close loop. The energy involved in the control depends mainly on the variation of
the control. Therefore it seems natural to include this quantity (the total variations) in the criterion involved in the optimal control.
This can be done approximately by introducing the L1 norm of the first order derivative of the control. The control strategy that
we develop in this paper can be applied to such linear models. One important and new point is that we focus on exact control
strategies for a non-differentiable criterion because of the cost of the control. Following the ideas of Tykhonov regularization
method, it is proved using the so-called asymptotic method based on the smallness of the marginal cost of the control, that the
exact control suggested is the one which represents the minimum of the marginal cost among exact controls. Furthermore, and
it is the main technical point, it can reduce the variations of the control with an adequate tuning of the various parameters of the
control loop. We test the method on three examples. The first one concerns an elementary case just to show that the algorithm
works on a reference situation. The second one is the control of flight of a flying boat with foils. We describe in the appendix
the mechanical model which can be unstable because of a negative damping. The third example concerns the America’s cup boat
Luna Rossa.

keywords: hydrodynamics of foils, exact control, constrained control, optimal control.

1. Introduction. There are a lot of contributions for control algorithms applied to dynamics of mechanical devices. But
most of them does not focus on the control function. A large number of them makes use of the optimal control strategy
and consider a deterministic approach. The control is mostly a square integrable function versus the time variable and
can be discontinuous (bang-bang when the control time is small and the amplitude restricted). Obviously this approach is
only well founded if an exact controllability is satisfied for the state variables implied in the control criterion.
In our formulation there are two important differences:
1 first of all we introduce a norm of the total variation of the control;
2 secondly we make tend to zero the marginal cost of the control in order to obtain an exact control with a minimal cost
among the exact controls as far as the exact controllability is satisfied. In fact this is similar to Tykhonov regularization
method [19]-[20].
The main difficulty when one introduces a term which takes into account the total variation (even approximately as we do)
is that the derivability of the criterion is lost. The difficulty is similar to the minimization of the energy for non Newtonian
fluid. This is the case of most gels like the ketchup or tooth pastes. Roland Glowinski [11] developed fifty years ago a
special strategy for solving these models. It is based on a duality method which enables to transform most of second type
variational inequalities (following the terminology of G. Stampacchia [18]) into a derivable optimization problem but with
constraints on the variables. The Glowinski method has already being applied to image processing in several publications
and the algorithm and the numerical results obtained by Hela Sellami [17] confirmed the efficiency of the extension to
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2 A STRATEGY TO REDUCE VARIATIONS IN AN EXACT CONTROL

image processing. This is what we do in this text but this time for an exact control problem.
In a first part we formulate the general mechanical model to be controlled. The second part is devoted to the control
algorithm. The three following sections contain numerical examples. First of all we test a very simple mechanical system
with two masses and two springs. Then we discuss the algorithm for a flying sailing boat that we have invented and finally
we apply the algorithm to the America’s cup boat Luna Rossa [14]. For this last example we took the data given in the
article.

2. The dynamical model to be controlled. We consider a mechanical sytem in dynamics with N ≥ 1 degrees of free-
dom. The movement is parametrized by the vector X(t) ∈ RN and its time derivative (the velocity) is Ẋ(t). The
acceleration is denoted by Ẍ(t) (we are working in a Galilean frame). We introduce four N × N matrices in order to
define the dynamical model. One denoted by M, is the inertia, the second one C is the physical damping (not necessarily
positive), the third one -say K- is the stiffness and the last one B is the control tuner. The movements (displacements
and rotations) are expressed in a Galilean system of axis moving at constant velocity -say V in the direction −x1 for
instance. The vector of the degrees of freedom is X ∈ RN . It is a function of time. The one representing the control
is u ∈ Rp, p ≤ N , and the external perturbations applied to the system are represented by the vector F ∈ RN which
components can also depend on time. There are also initial condition on X(0) = X0 ∈ RN and Ẋ(0) = X1 ∈ RN .
The model that we consider is linear but it is derived from a non linear one by a linearization, mainly because of the
dependance of the external forces on X and Ẋ . Several instabilities can occur like a negative stiffness (catastrophic), a
multiplicity of eigenfrequencies (flutter) or a buffting if one consider that the stiffness can depend on time for instance.
The velocity acts on the damping matrix and a negative damping can occur (similar to a stall flutter phenomenon). Hence
many improvements could be discuss on this very simple but nevertheless realistic model. In the examples that we treat
in the following only damping instabilities occurs (case of the flying boats). Then the dynamical model for a control δ
consists in solving the following ordinary second order differential equation which can be solved numerically using for
instance a Newmark time steps scheme [16]:

MẌ + CẊ +KX = F + Bu, X(0) = X0, Ẋ(0) = X1. (1)

Remark 1. There is another possibility for solving (1) which can be particularly interesting for a real time implementa-
tion. We introduce the extended vector of R2N :

Z =

 Ẋ

X

 Z0 = Z(0) =

 X1

X0

 (2)

and a new matrix A and a vector Q by:

A =

 0 Id

−M−1C −M−1K

 Q =

 0

M−1F +M−1Bu

 (3)

The model (1) is equivalent to the following one:

Ż = AZ +Q, Z(0) = Z0. (4)

The reduction of the matrix A enables to simplify the initial model. Setting (S is the change of basis matrix for the
diagonalisation of the matrix A or its Jordan reduction if there are multiple eigenvalues):

Y = SZ and Λ = SAS−1 which is a diagonal (or Jordan) matrix,
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the equation (1) can also be written (U = SQ):

Ẏ = ΛY + U , Y (0) = SZ0. (5)

Each line (or group of lines associated to repeated eigenvalues) of this equation can be solved quasi-analytically but an
integral approximation is still required for the right-hand side. 2

3. The control problem. In this section we start with the optimal control strategy and then we focus on a solution method.
Finally we introduce an asymptotic method versus the small parameter ε which is the marginal cost of the control. This
enables to construct an exact control.

3.1. Classical Optimal control strategy. Let us first recall the basic formulation of optimal control applied to a a linear
second order system as the one described in the previous section. The state function denoted by X is a function of time on
the interval [0, T ]. The sollicitation of the system is represented by initial conditions (X0, X1) ∈ R2N and an external load
F ∈ L2(]0, T [;RN ). The state equation is written as follows where M, C,K are N ×N matrices, M being symmetrical
positive definite and B a rectangular N × p matrix (where p is the number of control functions):

Find X(t) ∈ RN such that:

MẌ + CẊ +KX = F + Bu, X(0) = X0, Ẋ(0) = X1,
(6)

For any (ε, α, β, γ) ∈ R+,∗ ×R+ ×R+,∗ ×R+,∗ we define a control criterion function of a control v ∈ [H1
0 (]0, T [)]

p by
(|.|Rm is the norm in Rm and (., .) is the scalar product):

Jε,α,β,γ(v)=
1

2

(
|X(T )|2RN +|Ẋ(T )|2RN +ε

∫ T

0

[
α|v|2Rp+β|

dv

dt
|2Rp+2γ|dv

dt
|Rp

])
. (7)

The optimal control consists in minimizing Jε,α,β,γ(v) versus v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

.

The existence and uniqueness of a solution are quite classical as far as this is a classical optimization problem with a

coercive, continuous and strictly convex functional to be minimized in a reflexive space: (
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

).

Unfortunately, the gradient of Jε,α,β,γ does not exist if γ ̸= 0. Nevertheless a part of the criterion has a derivative
and it can be computed using an adjoint state -say P - solution of (the notation t denotes the transposition):

MP̈ − tCṖ + tKP = 0, MP (T ) = Ẋ(T ), MṖ (T ) = −X(T ) + tCP (T ). (8)

Hence the derivative of the criterion without the term with γ, at u ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

in the direction v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

is:
lim
η→0

Jε,α,β,0(u+ ηv)− Jε,α,β,0(u)

η
= Gε,α,γ,0(u)(v)

=

∫ T

0

tBP.v + ε
[
α(u, v) + β(

du

dt
,
dv

dt
)
]
=

∫ T

0

(
tBP + ε(αu− β

d2u

dt2
), v

) (9)

Because the full criterion, Jε,α,β;γ is not derivable (due to the term in factor of γ ̸= 0), we use a second type varia-
tional inequality (following G. Stampacchia [18]) for characterizing the solution which minimizes the criterion Jε,α;β,γ

explicited at (7). Hence the optimality condition is:
find uε ∈

[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

such that:

∀v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p
, Gε,α,β,0(uε)(v − uε) + γ

∫ T

0

|v|Rp − |uε|Rp ≥ 0.

(10)
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Or else by expliciting the gradient Gε,α,β,0, where P ε is the solution of the adjoint state (8) and with Xε solution of the
primal equation (6) with the control uε:

∀v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p
,

∫ T

0

(
tBP ε + ε(αuε − β

d2uε

dt2
), v − uε

)
+ γ

∫ T

0

|v|Rp − |uε|Rp ≥ 0.

(11)

Remark 2. In fact the above writing is an abuse because:

d2uε

dt2
∈
[
H−1(]0, T [)

]p
.

Hence the corresponding term should be written with brackets: ⟨., .⟩, for representing the duality between the spaces[
H−1(]0, T [)

]p
and

[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

. But it is more convenient to write this term as follows:∫ T

0

β(
duε

dt
,
dv

dt
− duε

dt
). (12)

2

3.2. The idea of R. Glowinski applied to the control model (when γ > 0). R. Glowinski [11] has suggested a new
idea for non-Newtonian fluids as the Bingham model (Ketchup, mayonnaise, toothpaste...) and more generally gels. His
method consists in two steps: the first one is a regularization of the non-differentiable term using a small parameter and
the second step is a limit analysis when the regularization parameter tends to 0.

3.2.1. The regularization of the non derivable term. First of all we construct another almost equivalent model for solving

(11) once P ε is known. For any η > 0 we introduce a regularization of the norm of
du

dt
, by:∫ T

0

|du
dt

|Rp ≃
∫ T

0

√
η + |du

dt
|2Rp −√

η,

which is Gâteaux derivable at u ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

in the direction v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

. This derivative is:∫ T

0

(dudt ,
dv
dt )√

η + |dudt |
2
Rp

.

and an approximation of the problem which characterizes uε is (let us recall that P ε is assumed to be given at this step):
find uε,η ∈

[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

which minimizes the quantity:

ε

2

∫ T

0

[
α|v|2Rp + β|dv

dt
|2Rp + 2γ(

√
η + |dv

dt
|2Rp −√

η)
]
+

∫ T

0

( tBP ε, v).

(13)

Here again the functional to be minimized is continuous coercive and strictly convex. Therefore there is a unique solution
to the previous problem. But now, because the new functional is derivable, one can characterize the solution uε,η ∈[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

with an equation:
∀v ∈

[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

:

∫ T

0

[
α(uε,η, v) + β(

duε,η

dt
,
dv

dt
) + γ

(du
ε,η

dt , dvdt )√
η + |duε,η

dt |2Rp

+
1

ε
( tBP ε, v)

]
= 0,

(14)
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where P ε is the adjoint state solution of (8) (hence does not depends on η) solution of the adjoint equation associated to
the state variable Xε solution of the state equation with the control uε. It is convenient for the following to set:

λε,η =
duε,η

dt√
η + |duε,η

dt |2Rp

∈
[
L2(]0, T [)

]p
, and |λη|Rp ≤ 1. (15)

Furthermore one has1:

|λε,η|Rp ≤ 1 and |du
ε,η

dt
|Rp −√

η ≤ (λε,η,
duε,η

dt
) ≤ |du

ε,η

dt
|Rp . (16)

Setting:
B1 = {µ ∈ Rp, |µ|Rp ≤ 1}, (17)

it is worth to point out that one has from (15):

∀µ ∈ B1, (µ,
duε,η

dt
) ≤ |du

ε,η

dt
|Rp . (18)

Assuming that β > 0, it is clear that the solution uε,η of (15) is uniformly bounded versus η in the space
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

.

It is also obvious from (15), that λε,η is uniformly bounded versus η in the space
[
L∞(]0, T [)

]p
.

Hence one can extract a subsequence from (uε,η, λε,η) denoted by (uε,η
′
, λε,η

′
) such that (see for instance H. Brezis [4]):

lim
η′→0

uε,η
′
= uε,∗ in the space

[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

− weakly,

lim
η′→0

λε,η
′
= λε,∗ in the space

[
L∞(]0, T [)

]p
− weakly ∗ .

(19)

From the equation (14) we deduce that:
∀v ∈

[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p
,

ε

∫ T

0

α(uε,∗, v) + β(
duε,∗

dt
,
dv

dt
) + γ(λε,∗,

dv

dt
) +

∫ T

0

(tBP ε, v) = 0.

(20)

From (16) one gets:

lim
η′→0

(λε,η
′
,
duε,η

′

dt
) = |du

ε,∗

dt
|Rp in the space L2(]0, T [). (21)

First of all let us check that uε,∗ = uε. From the equation (14) in which we set v = uε,η
′
, and because of (21), we deduce

that:

lim
η′→0

∫ T

0

[
α|uε,η

′
|2Rp + β|du

ε,η′

dt
|2Rp

]
+ γ|du

ε,∗

dt
|Rp +

1

ε

∫ T

0

(tBP ε, uε,∗) = 0. (22)

Let us make use of the lower-semi-continuity for the weak topology of convex functions [2] and of the relation (18). This
leads to: ∫ T

0

[
α|uε,∗|2Rp + β|du

ε,∗

dt
|2
]
+ γ|du

ε,∗

dt
|Rp +

1

ε

∫ T

0

( tBP ε, uε,∗) ≤ 0, (23)

and from (20) we have also:

∀v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]
,

∫ T

0

α(uε,∗, v) + β(
duε,∗

dt
,
dv

dt
) + γ|dv

dt
|Rp +

1

ε
( tBP ε, v) ≥ 0. (24)

1∀x ∈ R+,
x2√
η + x2

=
η + x2√
η + x2

−
η√

η + x2
≥ x−√

η
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which implies by combining the two previous relations:

∀v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]
,

∫ T

0

α(uε,∗, v−uε,∗)+β(du
ε,∗

dt
,
dv

dt
−du

ε,∗

dt
)+γ(|dv

dt
|Rp−|du

ε,∗

dt
|Rp)

+
1

ε
( tBP ε, v−uε,∗)≥0.

(25)

Therefore uε,∗ is solution of the same inequation that uε. And from the uniqueness of this solution: uε,∗ = uε. Hence
uε is the only accumulation point of the sequence uε,η (versus η) and therefore all the sequence uε,η converges weakly
to uε when η → 0 (otherwise one could extract another subsequence which would converge to another solution of the
inequation (11)).

Let us now prove that uε,η converges strongly to uε in the space
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

. This will also ensure that |du
ε,∗

dt
|Rp =

(λε,∗,
duε,∗

dt
). In other words, this will imply that almost everywhere if

duε,∗

dt
̸= 0 then λε,∗ = ±1.

From the equations satisfied by uε,η and uε one gets (uε = uε,∗):
∀v ∈

[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

∫ T

0

α(uε,η − uε, v) + β(
duε,η

dt
− duε

dt
,
dv

dt
) + γ(λε,η − λε,∗,

dv

dt
) = 0.

(26)

Setting v = uε,η − uε in (26), we deduce that:

lim
η→0

∫ T

0

α|uε,η−uε|2Rp+β|
duε,η

dt
− duε

dt
|2Rp

+γ lim
η→0

∫ T

0

(λε,η−λε,∗, d(u
ε,η−uε)
dt

)=0.

(27)

But from the weak convergence and (21):

lim
η→0

∫ T

0

(λε,η−λε,∗, d(u
ε,η−uε)
dt

)=

lim
η→0

∫ T

0

(λε,η,
duε,η

dt
)−

∫ T

0

(λε,∗,
duε,∗

dt
) ≥ lim

η→0

∫ T

0

(λε,η,
duε,η

dt
)−

∫ T

0

|du
ε,η

dt
|Rp = 0,

which implies that:

lim
η→0

∫ T

0

α|uε,η − uε|2Rp + β|du
ε,η

dt
− duε

dt
|2Rp = 0,

and by expliciting the second term and introducing the known limits:

γ

∫ T

0

|du
ε

dt
|Rp = lim

η→0
γ

∫ T

0

(λε,η,
duε,η

dt
) ≤ γ

∫ T

0

(λε,∗,
duε

dt
) ≤ γ

∫ T

0

|du
ε

dt
|Rp

(28)

which completes the proof of the strong convergence of uε,η to uε and also the relation which was not obvious (because
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(21) is a weaker result): ∫ T

0

(λε,∗,
duε

dt
) =

∫ T

0

|du
ε

dt
|Rp .

In conclusion, using the trick of R. Glowinski [11] adapted to our case, we proved in this subsection, that the solution

uε ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

can be obtained as a function of P ε by solving the following mixed formulation (B1 is defined at
(17) and we have omitted the superscript ∗ in the expression of λε as far as there is no ambiguity):

∀v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

:

ε

∫ T

0

[
α(uε, v) + β(

duε

dt
,
dv

dt
) + γ(λε,

dv

dt
)
]
+

∫ T

0

( tBP ε, v) = 0,

for almost every t ∈]0, T [, ∀µ ∈ B1, (µ− λε,
duε

dt
) ≤ 0, λε ∈ B1.

(29)

3.2.2. Uniqueness of (uε, λε). Concerning uε one could argue that the uniqueness is a consequence of the initial for-
mulation of the model through the variational inequality. But let us give the result by another computation which also
leads to the uniqueness of λε which has not yet been proved. Let us assume that there are two solutions denoted by
(uε,i, λε,i), i = 1, 2 to the model explicited at (29). Starting from the difference between the two relations obtained from
(29), we obtain: 

∀v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

:

∫ T

0

α(uε,1 − uε,2, v) + β(
duε,1

dt
− duε,2

dt
,
dv

dt
) + γ(λε,1 − λε,2,

dv

dt
) = 0,

∫ T

0

(λε,1 − λε,2,
duε,1

dt
− duε,2

dt
) ≥ 0.

(30)

Setting v = uε,1 − uε,2 in (30) leads to the following informations:

∫ T

0

α|uε,1 − uε,2|2Rp + β|du
ε,1

dt
− duε,2

dt
|2Rp = 0 => uε,1 = uε,2,

∫ T

0

(λε,1 − λε,2,
dv

dt
) = 0 =>

dλε,1

dt
=
dλε,2

dt
=> λε,1 = λε,2 + c.

(31)

We proved (for any solution λε) that for almost any t ∈]0, T [ one has λε = ±1, the sign depending on the one of duε/dt.
Hence if uε ̸= 0 on a segment of ]0, T [ (uε = 0 is the only case where one can have duε/dt = 0 on a segment of ]0, T [)
the constant c must be zero. Let us notice that if we would have uε = 0, we deduce from (29) that: tBP ε = 0. From
the controllability property this requires that P ε = 0 which means that uε = 0 is an exact control and the problem is
solved without any computation. This proves the uniqueness of λε unless if uε = 0 is the solution of the optimal control
problem.

3.3. Pseudo asymptotic analysis versus the marginal cost ε of the control. The choice of the small parameter ε is
not obvious. Anyway the formulation of the optimal control strategy is meaningful if and only if a controllability prop-
erty is satisfied by the system. This exact controllability property for ordinary differential equations, was first stated
independently and almost simultaneously by R. Bellman and L. Pontryagin [3]-[15].

Definition 3.1. The system (6) is controllable at time T if for any initial condition of the state equation X0 ∈ RN , X1 ∈
RN and any right-hand side F ∈

[
L2(]0, T [)

]N
, there exists a control u ∈ [H1

0 (]0, T [)]
p such that: X(T ) = Ẋ(T ) = 0.

In fact the time T > 0 is arbitrary as far as there is no bound on the control. 2
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Let us give another definition which is adapted to our problem and which is equivalent in our case, to the one of R.
Bellman and L. Pontryagin.

Definition 3.2. Let Q be a solution (the initial conditions are not prescribed) of the equation:

MQ̈− tCQ̇− tKQ = 0 and tBQ = 0. (32)

The system is exactly controllable if and only if Q ≡ 0. 2

We assume that the exact controllability property (see Definitions 3.1-3.2) is satisfied. Our goal is to prove that the optimal
control uε solution of the model (7) has a limit when ε→ 0 and to suggest a way to compute it.
Because the optimality relations are not linear (as far as γ ̸= 0), a special analysis is required. Let us set a priori (but it is
clear at this step that this is not justified): 

uε = u0 + εu1 + . . . ,
Xε = X0 + εX1 + . . . ,
P ε = P 0 + εP 1 + . . .
λε = λ0 + . . .

(33)

Nothing guarantees that this assumed asymptotic expansion makes sense. Nevertheless we use it as a guide for our
purpose. Let us point out several necessary relations:

MẌ0 + CẊ0 +KX0 = Bu0 + F , X0(0) = X0, Ẋ
0(0) = X1,

∀v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p
,

∫ T

0

( tBP 0, v) = 0 =>tBP 0 = 0,

MP̈ 0 − tCṖ 0 + tKP 0 = 0,

MP 0(T ) = Ẋ(T ), MṖ 0(T ) = −X0(T ) + tCP 0(T ),

MP̈ 1 − tCṖ 1 + tKP 1 = 0, P 1(0) = Φ0 ∈ RN , Ṗ 1(T ) = Φ1 ∈ RN ,

∀v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p
,

∫ T

0

[
α(u0, v) + β(

du0

dt
,
dv

dt
) + γ(λ0,

dv

dt
)
]
= −

∫ T

0

(tBP 1, v),

for almost any t ∈]0, T [, λ0 ∈ B1, ∀µ ∈ B1, (µ− λ0,
du0

dt
) ≤ 0.

(34)

Because of the non-linearity of the last inequation we can only state a necessary condition for the term of order zero in ε,
even if we underline that, at this step, we do not know if this is correct or not.
Let us recall that one can eliminate λ0 as we did for uε, in order to obtain a characterization of u0 by a variational
inequation: 

∀v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p
,

∫ T

0

α(u0, v − u0)+β(
du0

dt
,
dv

dt
− du0

dt
)

+γ

∫ T

0

(|dv
dt

|Rp−|du
0

dt
|Rp)+

∫ T

0

(tBP 1, v − u0)≥0.

(35)

But the existence of a solution to the full system (including u0, λ0, X0 and P 1) is not yet proved. The goal of the rest of
this subsection is to prove that (34) enables to characterize this term uniquely and to give an algorithm for computing it.
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We also prove in the following that when ε → 0 the following result holds (we recall that it has been proved that P 0 is
necessarily equal to zero because of the controllability property) :

(uε, λε, Xε,
P ε

ε
) converges to (u0, λ0, X0, P 1)

in the space: [
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

×
[
L∞(]0, T [)

]p
×

[
C1([0, T ])

]N ×
[
C1([0, T ])

]N
.

3.3.1. A few notations. Let us set Ψ = (Ψ0,Ψ1) ∈ R2N and we associate Q(Ψ) solution of:

MQ̈− tCQ̇+ tKQ = 0, Q(0) = Ψ0, Q̇(0) = Ψ1. (36)

Let (u(Ψ), λ(Ψ)) ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

×
[
L∞(]0, T [)

]p
be the solution of:

∀v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p
,

∫ T

0

[
α(u(Ψ), v)+β(

du(Ψ)

dt
,
dv

dt
)+γ(λ(Ψ),

dv

dt
)
]
=−

∫ T

0

( tBQ(Ψ)v),

where for almost any t ∈]0, T [, λ(ψ) ∈ B1 and ∀µ ∈ B1, (µ− λ(Ψ),
du(Ψ)

dt
) ≤ 0,

(hence (λ(Ψ),
du(Ψ)

dt
) = |du(Ψ)

dt
|Rp)

more precisely λ = sign(
du(ψ)

dt
) almost everywhere

du(ψ)

dt
̸= 0.

(37)

For any Ψ ∈ R2N we introduce the non linear operator Λ from R2N into itself and defined by:

∀δΨ ∈ R2N , (Λ(Ψ), δΨ)=−
∫ T

0

( tBQ(δΨ), u(Ψ)), (let us notice that: Λ(0)=0). (38)

Let us now give several properties of the operator Λ.

3.3.2. Monotonicity of Λ. First of all there is a strictly positive constant c0 independent on Ψ and such that:

(Λ(Ψ),Ψ) = −
∫ T

0

( tBQ(Ψ), u(ψ)) =

∫ T

0

[
α|u(Ψ)|2Rp+β|

du(Ψ)

dt
|2Rp

]
+ γ|du(Ψ)

dt
|Rp ≥ c0||u(Ψ)||21,]0,T [

(39)

Therefore, if Λ(Ψ) = 0, then u(Ψ) = 0. Let us now consider two vectors of R2N -say Ψ1 and Ψ2. One has (Q is linear
versus Ψ but not u):

(Λ(Ψ1)− Λ(Ψ2),Ψ1 −Ψ2) = −
∫ T

0

( tBQ(Ψ1 −Ψ2), u(Ψ1)− u(Ψ2)) =

∫ T

0

α|u(Ψ1)−u(Ψ2)|2+β|du(Ψ
1)

dt
− du(Ψ2)

dt
|2+γ(λ(Ψ1)−λ(Ψ2),

du(Ψ1)

dt
− du(Ψ2)

dt
).
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From (λ(Ψ) ∈ B1) : (λ(Ψ1)−λ(Ψ2),
du(Ψ1)

dt
− du(Ψ2)

dt
) =

|du(Ψ
1)

dt
|Rp + |du(Ψ

2)

dt
|Rp − (λ(Ψ1),

du(Ψ2)

dt
)− (λ(Ψ2),

du(Ψ1)

dt
) ≥ 0,

we deduce that:

(Λ(Ψ1)− Λ(Ψ2),Ψ1 −Ψ2) ≥
∫ T

0

α|u(Ψ1)−u(Ψ2)|2Rp+β|
du(Ψ1)

dt
− du(Ψ2)

dt
|2Rp , (40)

hence there exists a strictly positive constant c2 (we can choose c2 = c0!) independent neither on Ψ1 nor on Ψ2 such that:

(Λ(Ψ1)− Λ(Ψ2),Ψ1 −Ψ2) ≥ c2||u(Ψ1)− u(Ψ2)||21,]0,T [. (41)

Therefore the operator Λ is strictly monotone. But one can say more.

3.3.3. Coerciveness of Λ. Let us notice that:∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

∀v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

one has from the definition of u(Ψ) :

−
∫ T

0

( tBQ(Ψ), v) =

∫ T

0

α(u(Ψ), v) + β(
du(Ψ)

dt
,
dv

dt
) + γ(λ(Ψ),

dv

dt
),

and for almost any t ∈]0, T [:

λ(Ψ) ∈ B1 and ∀µ ∈ B1, (µ,
du(Ψ)

dt
) ≤ |du(Ψ)

dt
|Rp .

(42)

Let δ ∈ R+ such that 0 ≤ δ ≤ 1. If we denote by u(δΨ) the solution of (42) with Q(δΨ) given, one can check directly
that u(δΨ) = δu(Ψ) and that δλ(Ψ) ∈ B1 is a solution (not uniquely defined!) associated to u(δΨ), is a solution of (42)
(where Ψ is replaced by δΨ). We restrict δ to the segment [0, 1] in order to have δλ(Ψ) ∈ B1. Let us also notice that
because of the exact controllability assumption (see Definition 3.2), the quantity:

Ψ ∈ R2N → ||tBP (Ψ)||−1,]0,T [,

is a norm on R2N equivalent to any other norm on R2N (because it is a finite dimensional space).
Let us turn to a first result which will be used for the coerciveness of Λ.

Theorem 3.3. Let d > 0 be a constant sufficiently large (this is explicited in the proof). We define Dd the disc of R2N by:

Dd = {Ψ ∈ R2N , ||tBP (Ψ)||−1,]0,T [,≤ d}

and its boundary ∂Dd by :
∂Dd = {Ψ ∈ R2N , ||tBP (Ψ)||−1,]0,T [,= d}.

Then:
∃c3 > 0 such that ∀Ψ ∈ ∂Dd, c3||tBP (Ψ)||−1,]0,T [ ≤ ||u(Ψ)||1,]0,T [.

(c3 is obviously independent on Ψ but can depend on d). 2

Proof. Let us use an absurdist reasoning. If Theorem 3.3 is false, then for any n > 0 there exists an element Ψn ∈ ∂Dd

such that:

||u(Ψn)||1,]0,T [ ≤
d

n
.

Hence, because ∂Dd is bounded in R2N , there is a subsequence -say Ψn′
- of Ψn which converges to an element Ψ∗ ∈ ∂Dd

and the corresponding solution u(Ψn′
) converges to 0 in the space

[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

. From the variational characterization
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(the inequation) of u(Ψn′
) one has:∫ T

0

α(u(Ψn′
), u(Ψn′

)) + β(
du(Ψn′

)

dt
,
du(Ψn′

)

dt
) + γ|du(Ψ(n

′
)

dt
|

−
∫ T

0

(tBP (Ψn′
), v − u(Ψn′

)) ≤
∫ T

0

α(u(Ψn′
), v) + β(

du(Ψn′
)

dt
,
dv

dt
) + γ|dv

dt
|.

And at the limit when n′ → 0:

∀v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p
,

−
∫ T

0

(tBP (Φ∗), v)

||v||1,]0,T [
≤ γ

√
T ||v||1,]0,T [,

which implies that:
d = ||tBP (Ψ∗)||−1,]0,T [ ≤ γ

√
T .

Finally if d > γ
√
T we obtain the contradiction and this proves Theorem 3.3.

We can prove now the second useful result for the coerciveness of Λ.

Theorem 3.4. Assuming that d > γ
√
T there is a strictly positive constant c4 (one can choose c4 = c3!) such that one

has the following inequality (with the same notations as in Theorem 3.3):

∀Ψ ∈ Dd, c4||tBP (Ψ)||−1,]0,T [ ≤ ||u(Ψ)||1,]0,T [.

2

Proof. Let us consider an arbitrary element Ψ ∈ Dd and let us introduce a coefficient δ ∈ [0, 1] such that: Ψ = δΨ̃ where
Ψ̃ ∈ ∂Dd. If δ = 0 the Theorem 3.4 is obvious. If δ > 0 one has from the previous considerations: u(Ψ) = u(δΨ̃) =

δu(Ψ̃). And applying Theorem 3.3 to Ψ̃ (at this step we can say that c4 = c3):

c3||tBP (Ψ̃)||−1,]0,T [ ≤ ||u(Ψ̃)||1,]0,T [,

or else by multiplying by δ:
c3||tBP (Ψ)||−1,]0,T [ ≤ ||u(Ψ)||1,]0,T [.

This completes the proof of Theorem 3.4. This result proves also that:

if ||tBP (Ψ)||
1,]0,T [ → ∞ then ||u(Ψ)||1,]0,T [ → ∞,

which can be interpreted as a coerciveness property of u(Ψ) versus Ψ.

Let us turn now to a more precise characterization of the the strict monotonicity of Λ.

Let Ψ1 and Ψ2 be two elements of Dd and u1 and u2 the corresponding solutions of the variational inequations for
Ψ1 and Ψ2 given. Let us use again an absurdist reasoning as we did in the proof of Theorem 3.3. Thus, we assume in a
first step that :

||tBP (Ψ1−Ψ2)||−1,]0,T [ (≃|Ψ1−Ψ2|R2N ) =g > 0; ( one has obviously g≤2d). (43)

Let us assume that there is no strictly positive constant c∗ (independent neither on Ψ1 nor on Ψ2 such that:

∀Ψ1,Ψ2 ∈ Dd, satisfying (43), c∗|Ψ1 −Ψ2|R2N ≤ ||u1 − u2||1,]0,T [. (44)

Then, for any n ∈ N∗, there exist two sequences Ψ1
n and Ψ2

n in Dd, such that

|Ψ1 −Ψ2|R2N = g.

They are associated to the solutions u1n and u2n of the variational equation such that:

||u1n − u2n||1,]0,T [ ≤
1

n
, |Ψ1

n −Ψ2
n|R2N = g, |Ψ1

n|R2N ≤ d, |Ψ2
n|R2N ≤ d. (45)
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Thus one can conclude that there are subsequences Ψ1
n′ ,Ψ2

n′ and u1n′ , u2n′ which converge to elements Ψ1
∗,Ψ

2
∗ in R2N

and to u1∗, u
2
∗ weakly in the space

[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

and u1∗ = u2∗ (strong convergence to zero of u1n − u2n in the space[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

).

Let us recall the inequations satisfied by u1 and u2:
∀ i = 1, 2, ∀v ∈

[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

:

∫ T

0

α(ui, v − ui) + β(
dui

dt
,
dv

dt
− dui

dt
)

+γ

∫ T

0

(|dv
dt

| − |du
i

dt
|) ≥ −

∫ T

0

tBP i(v − ui).

(46)

Let us choose v = w + u1 for i = 1 and v = −w + u2 for i = 2. From:

|d(±w + ui)

dt
| ≤ |dw

dt
|+ |du

i

dt
|,

this leads after convergence, to:{
∀w ∈

[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

: 2γ

∫ T

0

|dw
dt

| ≥ −
∫ T

0

tBP (Ψ1
∗ −Ψ2

∗).w (47)

Or else, using Cauchy-Schwarz triangular inequality and from the definition of the norm in the functional spaceH−1(]0, T [):

||tBP (Ψ1
∗ −Ψ2

∗)||−1,]0,T [ ≤ 2γ
√
T . (48)

Hence we get a contradiction if we choose g > 2γ
√
T . Therefore the inequality (44) is true.

Let us now consider another couple Ψ1,Ψ2 associated to the solution u1, u2 and such that:

|Ψ1 −Ψ2| ≤ g.

If Ψ1 = Ψ2 the inequality (44) is still true.

If Ψ1 ̸= Ψ2 we set Ψ1 = κΨ̃1,Ψ2 = κΨ̃2 where κ =
|Ψ1 −Ψ2|R2N

g
≤ 1.

The inequality (44) is true for Ψ̃1 and Ψ̃2. But Ψ1 = κΨ̃1,Ψ2 = κΨ̃2 are associated to u1 = κũ1, u2 = κũ2 and therefore
the inequality (44) is still true for Ψ1,Ψ2 and u1, u2. Finally we summarize the obtained result in the following statement.

Theorem 3.5. The exact controllability is assumed. Then there exists a constant c∗ > 0 such that for any Ψ1,Ψ2 ∈ Dd

and u1, u2 the solution associated, one has:

c∗|Ψ1 −Ψ2|R2N ≤ ||u1 − u2||1,]0,T [. (49)

2

Remark 3. The constant c∗ can depend on d. But d is arbitrary as soon it is strictly larger than γ
√
T . Hence the result of

Theorem 3.5 is always true. 2

Remark 4. If for instance we set Ψ2 = 0 we get back to Theorem 3.3. Therefore one could object that it was not
necessary to introduce it. But we believe that it was more convenient for the reader to separate the two Theorems 3.3 and
3.5. 2

The inequality of Theorem 3.5 proves the coerciveness of the strictly monotone operator Λ on R2N . Let us turn now to
the continuity.
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3.3.4. Continuity of Λ. From:
(Λ(Ψ1)− Λ(Ψ2),Ψ1 −Ψ2) = −

∫ T

0

( tBQ(Ψ1 −Ψ2), u(Ψ1)− u(Ψ2)) ≤

|| tBQ(Ψ1 −Ψ2)||−1,]0,T [ ||u(Ψ1)− u(Ψ2)||1,]0,T [,

(50)

and from (41) recalling that the norm || tBQ(Ψ1 − Ψ2)||−1,]0,T [ is equivalent to any norm on R2N (finite dimensional
space), there exists a strictly positive constant c5 such that:

(Λ(Ψ1)− Λ(Ψ2),Ψ1 −Ψ2) ≤ c5|Ψ1 −Ψ2|2R2N . (51)

We can also write:

|Λ(Ψ1)− Λ(Ψ2)|R2N = supδΨ∈R2N

(Λ(Ψ1)− Λ(Ψ2), δΨ)

|δΨ|R2N

=

supδΨ∈R2N

−
∫ T

0

( tBQ(δΨ), u(Ψ1)− u(Ψ2))

|δΨ|R2N

≤

supδΨ∈R2N

|| tBQ(δΨ)||−1,]0,T [

|δΨ|R2N

||u(Ψ1)− u(Ψ2)||1,]0,T [ ≤

c5||u(Ψ1)− u(Ψ2)||1,]0,T [.

(52)

From the inequality (41), we deduce:

√
c0||u(Ψ1)− u(ψ2)||1,]0,T [ ≤

√
(Λ(Ψ1)− Λ(Ψ2),Ψ1 −Ψ2) ≤√

|(Λ(Ψ1)− Λ(Ψ2))|R2N

√
|Ψ1 −Ψ2|R2N .

Finally we obtain the estimate:

|Λ(Ψ1)− Λ(Ψ2)|R2N ≤ (
c25
c0

)|Ψ1 −Ψ2|R2N . (53)

Let us discuss now the existence and uniqueness of a solution to the following equation for any arbitrary vector L ∈ R2N :

Λ(Φ) = L. (54)

Theorem 3.6. Let us assume that the exact controllability property is satisfied. For any vector L ∈ R2N there is a unique
solution Φ ∈ R2N to equation (54). Furthermore there exists a strictly positive constant c5 such that: 2

Proof. Let us define a sequence of R2N by the algorithm:

Φn+1 = Φn − ϱ[Λ(Φn)− L], ϱ ∈ R+∗, Φ0 being arbitrary, for instance Φ0 = 0.

One has, using the two relations (49)-(53):

|Φn+1 − Φn|2R2N = vertΦn − Φn−1|2R2N −2ϱ(Λ(Φn)− Λ(Φn−1),Φn − Φn−1)

+ϱ2|Λ(Φn)− Λ(Φn−1)|2R2N ≤ |Φn − Φn−1|2R2N (1− 2ϱc∗ + (
c45
c20

)ϱ2)
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Choosing 0 < ϱ < 2
c20c∗
c45

we can conclude that Φn is a Cauchy sequence one and therefore converges to an unique

element Φ which is solution of (54). The a priori estimate on Φ is a consequence of (49) because:

|L|R2N = sup
δΨ∈R2N

(Λ(Φ), δΨ)

|δΨ|R2N

≥ (Λ(Φ),Φ)

|Φ|R2N

≥ c0
||u(Φ)||21,]0,T [

|Φ|R2N

≥ c0c∗|Φ|R2N . (55)

Remark 5. It is worth to notice for the numerical applications that all the constants which appear in the previous estimates,
can be computed or at least estimated with a reduced computational cost. Nevertheless, an optimal step for ϱ is certainly
a good choice (many tricky suggestions for the choice of ϱ can be found in J. Cea [5]). 2

3.3.5. Global solution of the pseudo asymptotic model. Let us come back to the initial goal. We aim at finding a control u
such thatX(T ) = Ẋ(T ) = 0 whereX is the solution of the state equation with the control u. For any δΦ = (δΦ0, δΦ1) ∈
R2N , we introduce Q(δΦ) the solution of:

MQ̈− tCQ̇+ tKQ = 0, Q(0) = δΦ0, Q̇(0) = δΦ1. (56)

By multiplying by Q the state equation satisfied by X and by integrating from 0 to T we obtain:
(Λ(Φ), δΦ) = −(MẊ(T ) + CX(T ), Q(T )) + (MX(T ), Q̇(T ))+

(MẊ(0) + CX(0), δΦ0)− (MX(0), δΦ1) +

∫ T

0

(F(s), Q(s))ds.

(57)

We set: 
L ∈ R2N , such that : ∀δΦ ∈ R2N ,

(L, δΦ)=

∫ T

0

(F(s), Q(s))ds+(MẊ(0) + CX(0), δΦ0)−(MX(0), δΦ1).

(58)

From Theorem 3.3 we can define uniquely Φ ∈ R2N such that:

Λ(Φ) = L. (59)

With this choice of Φ we deduce from (63) that:

∀δΦ ∈ R2N , −(MẊ(T ) + CX(T ), Q(T )) + (MX(T ), Q̇(T )) = 0, (60)

One can choose for instance δΦ = (Q(0), Q̇(0)) ∈ R2N where Q is solution of the retrograde equation:

MQ̈− tCQ̇+ tKQ = 0, Q(T ) = −MẊ(T ) + CX(T ), Q̇(T ) = MX(T ), (61)

which implies that X(T ) = Ẋ(T ) = 0. Hence the choice of Φ solution of (65) leads to an exact control u(Φ).

3.3.6. Convergence of uε to u0. First of all from the definition of the optimal control model one has:

∀v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p
, Jε(uε) ≤ Jε(v). (62)

Choosing v = u0, which is an exact control, leads to the two inequalities:

|Xε(T )|2R2N + |Ẋε(T )|2R2N ≤ ε

∫ T

0

[
α|u0|2Rp + β|du

0

dt
|2Rp + 2γ|du

0

dt
|Rp

]
,

and∫ T

0

[
α|uε|2Rp+β|

duε

dt
|2Rp+2γ|du

ε

dt
|Rp

]
≤
∫ T

0

[
α|u0|2Rp+β|

du0

dt
|2Rp+2γ|du

0

dt
|Rp

]
.

(63)
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These estimates prove that uε is bounded in the space
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

versus ε. From the state equation satisfied by

Xε (an ordinary differential equation), one can claim that this state variable is bounded in the space
[
H2(]0, T [)

]N
⊂[

C1([0, T ])
]N

.

Furthermore:
lim
ε→0

Xε(T ) = lim
ε→0

Ẋε(T ) = 0 in RN .

From (63) one can state that there is a subsequence of uε denoted by uε
′

which converges weakly to an element u∗ ∈[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

(for the weak topology of this space). Hence Xε′converges to an element X∗ which satisfies X∗(T ) =

Ẋ∗(T ) = 0. Therefore u∗ is an exact control in
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

. The set of these exact controls is denoted by Eex. Using
the lower-semi continuity of continuous convex functions with respect to the weak topology, we can claim from (63) that:∫ T

0

α|u∗|2Rp+β|
du∗

dt
|2Rp+2γ|

du∗

dt
|Rp ≤ min

v∈Eex

∫ T

0

α|v|2Rp + β|dv
dt

|2Rp + 2γ|dv
dt

|Rp

≤
∫ T

0

α|u0|2Rp + β|du
0

dt
|2Rp + 2γ|du

0

dt
|Rp .

(64)

In other words, u∗ is an exact control which minimizes the cost of the control. Because of the strict convexity of his cost
function, we can claim that u∗ is the unique control which minimizes the cost function. In addition, recalling that u0 is
solution of (35) where we choose v = u∗:∫ T

0

α(u0 − u∗, .u0) + β(
du0

dt
− du∗

dt
,
du0

dt
) + γ(|du

0

dt
|Rp − |du

∗

dt
|Rp) ≤

∫ T

0

( tBQ(Φ), (u∗ − u0) =

∫ T

0

(B(u∗ − u0), Q(Φ)) =

∫ T

0

(
(
M(Ẍ∗ − Ẍ0) + C(Ẋ∗ − Ẋ0) +K(X∗ −X0)

)
, Q) = 0,

(65)

we obtain: ∫ T

0

α|u0|2Rp + β|du
0

dt
|2Rp + γ|du

0

dt
|Rp ≤

∫ T

0

α(u0, u∗) + β(
du0

dt
,
du∗

dt
) + γ|du

∗

dt
|Rp

(66)

and from Cauchy-Schwarz triangular inequality2 :

1

2

∫ T

0

α|u0|2Rp + β|du
0

dt
|2Rp + 2γ||du

0

dt
|

≤ 1

2

∫ T

0

α|u∗|2Rp + β|du
∗

dt
|2Rp + 2γ|du

∗

dt
|Rp

(67)

Finally, we proved that u0 is also a minimizer of the cost function among the exact controls. Because of the uniqueness
of the minimizer of a strictly convex function, we proved that u∗ = u0. Hence, from the uniqueness of the limit, all the
sequence uε converges weakly to the control u0.

2∀a, b ∈ R, θ ∈ R∗,+, 2ab ≤ θa2 +
1

θ
b2
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3.3.7. The strong convergence of uε to u0. Let us observe that:∫ T

0

α|uε − u0|2Rp + β|du
ε

dt
− du0

dt
|2Rp =

∫ T

0

α|uε|2Rp + β|du
ε

dt
|2Rp + 2γ|du

ε

dt
|Rp − 2γ|du

ε

dt
|Rp

−2

∫ T

0

α(uε, u0)− 2β(
duε

dt
,
du0

dt
) +

∫ T

0

α|u0|2Rp + β|du
0

dt
|2Rp ,

(68)

From (63): ∫ T

0

α|uε − u0|2Rp + β|du
ε

dt
− du0

dt
|2Rp ≤

∫ T

0

α|u0|2Rp + β|du
0

dt
|2Rp + 2γ|du

0

dt
|Rp

−2γ|du
ε

dt
|Rp − 2

∫ T

0

α(uε, u0)− 2β(
duε

dt
,
du0

dt
) +

∫ T

0

α|u0|2Rp + β|du
0

dt
|2Rp ,

(69)

and at the limit when ε → 0 because of the weak convergence of uε to u0 and using the lower semi-continuity for the

weak topology in the space H1
0 (]0, T [) of the continuous and convex function

∫ T

0

|du
ε

dt
|Rp :

lim
ε→0

∫ T

0

α|uε − u0|2Rp + β|du
ε

dt
− du0

dt
|2Rp = 0, (70)

which proves the strong convergence of uε to u0 in the space
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

. This completes the pseudo asymptotic
analysis of the optimal control problem when the marginal cost of the control ε→ 0.

3.3.8. An algorithm for computing u0. One can use the algorithm used for proving the existence and uniqueness of Φ
solution of (65). Let us summarize it:
step 1 Let us start with Φ0 = 0 and u0 = 0; n = 0;
step 2 Let us assume that Φn and un are known. Let us compute X(Φn) solution of: MẌ(Φn) + CẊ(Φn) +KX(Φn) = F + Bun

X(Φn)(0) = X0, Ẋ(Φn)(0) = X1;

step 3 Compute P (Φn) solution of:  MP̈ (Φn)− tCṖ (Φn) + tKP (Φn) = 0,

P (Φn)(0) = Φn
0 , Ṗ (Φ

n)(0) = Φn
1 ;

step 4 Compute un+1 = u(Φn) ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p

(using the duality algorithm of R. Glowinski with λ(Φn) ∈ B1) solution
of: 

∀v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p
,

∫ T

0

α(u(Φn), v)+β(
du(Φn)

dt
,
dv

dt
)+γ(λ(Φn),

dv

dt
)=−

∫ T

0

(tBP (Φn), v),

∀µ ∈ B1, (µ− λ(Φn)).
du(Φn)

dt
≤ 0

step 5 Compute Λ(Φn)− L;
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step 6 Set: Φn+1 = Φn − ϱ[Λ(Φn)− L);
step 7 Test the convergence to zero of Φn+1 − Φn;
step 9 If no convergence replace Φn by Φn+1 and go to the second step;

Remark 6. In practice the convergence in Φ is very slow because an ill conditioning of the operator Λ. Hence one efficient
possibility is to use a preconditioning using the operator Λ0 similar to Λ but obtained for γ = 0. In this case, the inverse
of Λ0 is easy to compute (or to factorize). This enables to readjust all the components of X with similar values and to get
a satisfying convergence. 2

Remark 7. The choice of ϱ should be optimized at each step (see J. Cea [5]) in order to accelerate the convergence. 2

3.3.9. A brief discussion on the role of the norm of the term:
du

dt
. Let us consider a non-empty time interval ]t1, t2[⊂ [0, T ]

such that the component k of the control u0 is such that one has: u0k(t1) = u0k(t2), (let us recall that this make sense
because H1(]0, T [) ⊂ C0([0, T ])). Obviously t1 = 0 and t2 = T is a possibility. We introduce the following virtual
control v defined on the whole segment [0, T ]:

∀j = 1, p, j ̸= k, vj = u0j and vk =


u0k on ]0, t1[;

u0k(t1) = u0k(t2) = dk on [t1, t2];

v = u0k on ]t2, T [.

(71)

Introducing this value of v in (35) we obtain (the derivative of vk on [t1, t2] is zero):∫ t2

t1

α|dk − u0k|2 + β|du
0
k

dt
|2 + γ|du

0
k

dt
| ≤

∫ t2

t1

( tBP 1)k + αdk, dk − u0k). (72)

From:

(dk − u0k)(t) = −
∫ t

t1

du0k
dt

(s)ds,

or else: ∫ t2

t1

|dk − u0k| ≤ (t2 − t1)

∫ t2

t1

|du
0
k

dt
|,

and inserting this estimate in the right-hand side of (72), we deduce that:

γ

∫ t2

t1

|du
0
k

dt
| ≤

[
(t2 − t1)||( tBP 1)k||0,∞,]t1,t2[ + αdk

] ∫ t2

t1

|du
0
k

dt
|. (73)

But P 1 and u0 are solution of a system depending only on the data X0, X1(the initial condition of the state variable X)
and F (the right-hand side of the state equation). Hence from the previous analysis there exists a constant c6 > 0 (which
could be estimated) such that:

γ

∫ t2

t1

|du
0
k

dt
| ≤

[
c6(t2 − t1)(|X0|R2N + |X1|R2N + ||F||0,2,]0,T [) + αdk

] ∫ t2

t1

|du
0
k

dt
|.

(74)

Hence we can state the following property:

γ > c6(t2 − t1)(|X0|R2N + |X1|R2N + ||F||0,2,]0,T [) + αdk

=> u0k = dk on [t1, t2]
(75)

One can observe that the coefficient α gives a security gap to the smoothing algorithm. It enables to expand the range
given by the initial data and the right-hand side. In fact, one can say that the tuning of the method involves the adjustment
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of α and γ versus the initial data.
This property of smoothing the control is the goal of the term in factor of γ. It cancels or at least reduces the variations of
the control between t1 and t2 if γ is large enough compared to the data X0, X1,F for a given value of the parameter α.
On can check this result on the numerical tests (see Figures 3-5-7).

4. Numerical approximation of the control model. All the variables (the state function X , the adjoint state function
P 1 and the control u0 or the multiplier λ0 are represented by piecewise linear function on [0, T ] which is split into
sub-segments with the same length ∆t. The solution of the differential equation (for X and P 1) are solved by the
unconditionally stable Newmark scheme [16]. It is worth to point out that even if the direct model is stable (and this is
not always the case), the model used for computing the adjoint state P 1, is not necessarily stable as far as the damping
change of sign unless we solve it using the retrograde scheme (starting from T instead of 0). Furthermore let us underline
that it can occur that the direct model is unstable because of a negative damping (stall flutter mechanism as described in
E.H. Dowell [10]). Hence the choice of the Newmark parameters (see P.A. Raviart and J.M. Thomas [16]) are almost
necessarily: β = .25 and γ = .5. The solution method for computing (u0, λ0) when P 1 is given is the following one
(Uzawa algorithm [11]):
# start from λ0,0 = 0 and u0,0 solution of:

∀v ∈
[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p
,

∫ T

0

α(u0,0, v) + β(
du0,0

dt
,
dv

dt
) = −

∫ T

0

( tBP 1, v);

# assuming u0,n known, we iterate λ0 by:

λ0,n+1 = λ0,n − ϱ
du0,n

dt
, where ϱ > 0;

# compute u0,n+1 by solving:
∀v ∈

[
H1

0 (]0, T [)
]p
,

∫ T

0

α(u0,n+1, v) + β(
du0,n+1

dt
,
dv

dt
) = −γ

∫ T

0

(λ0,n+1,
dv

dt
)−

∫ T

0

( tBP 1, v);

# test on the convergence of λ0,n+1 if yes => stop, else go to the next item;
# n = n+ 1 go to the second item;

5. Numerical tests on a simple model. Our first test is a simple mechanical system with two springs and two masses.
The goal is just to illustrate the behavior of the algorithm in the most simple case (see Figure 1) before applying it to a
more complex mechanical situation where instabilities can occur due to a negative damping term.

FIGURE 1. The elementary model for checking the algorithm

The left Figure 2 represents the evolution of the displacements x1 and x2 without control. The right one represents the
same components but with the exact control introduced in this text and for two values of the coefficient γ. Both are plotted
versus the time (see Figure 1 for the description of the mechanical system). The time T has been chosen arbitrary fixed
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equal to 2.6 s (approximately twice the largest period of the system) in order to avoid too many oscillations on the graphs.
But similar results can be obtained for any values of T . The different curves correspond to various values of the coefficient
γ in the control criterion. One can see that the variations of the two components of the state variables are reduced when γ
increases. Nevertheless the controls are always exact at time T .
The number of degrees of freedom (dof) is not meaningful, it could be larger without new difficulties. The ill conditioning
is mainly due to the ratio between the values of the displacements and their derivatives. This is why a preconditioning
has been used in the case of the boat models (see Remark 6), in order to speed up the convergence of the algorithm in the
computation of Φ. In the applications to the flying boats that we consider in this text, two dof are sufficiently representative
of the physical behavior of the system (heaving and pitching) this is why we restrict our tests to two dof as the authors of
[14] have suggested.

FIGURE 2. Solutions for the two dof simple system without control (left) and with one control (right)

The control function (only one control is used in this simple example and it is applied to the first mass) are plotted
on Figures 3. One can see the effect of γ which reduces the variations of the control (due to the term which restricts the
variations of the control). And this was precisely the goal of this study.

FIGURE 3. Control functions for several values of γ : 0, 20,100 and 1000

The flattening of the control is prescribed by the term involving the first order derivative of the control. It appears on
the numerical tests that there is an optimal value for the coefficient γ for β and α given. But these coefficients should be
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tuned once for all in practical applications. It is remarkable that for γ important the exact control looks like (almost) a
bang-bang control that one obtains when the time T is sufficiently small and for control bounds given. The reduction of
the oscillations on the control has two positive effects: one is the reduction of energy consumed by the regulation loop;
the second one is a reduction of the fatigue of the control device.

6. Numerical tests for a simplified boat model. The description of the model in given in the Annex 1. This leads to the
matrices M, C, K and B which derived from a mechanical modeling, but also -and may be mainly- to the expression of
the hydrodynamical forces and their derivatives versus X and Ẋ . The vector X is in R2 and represent the heaving and the
pitching of the boat (see Figure 10). In this case we have two controls. One is a flap at the rear of the main foils and the
other one is also a flap positioned at the rear foil fixed on the rudder. Due to the leverage the amplitude of the rear control
is less than the one of the main foil. But it is necessary as far as there can be singularities due to the damping matrix C.
This is a strange phenomenon which is scarcely mentioned in the engineering publications but which can be determinant
in a control loop (see E. H. Dowell [10] and Ph. Destuynder-C. Fabre [7]). It can be at the origin of negative damping
sometimes interpreted as a stall flutter and has been at the origin of several problems in aeronautics.

The effect of γ is very significant on this example. The tests represented on Figures 4-6 for the heaving and the pitch

FIGURE 4. Controlled trajectories for the LaSIE boat (T=1s)

FIGURE 5. Controls for the LaSIE boat (T=1s)

angle are associated to the two controls drawn on Figures 5-7. The curves have been plotted for different values of the
coefficient γ on each graph and for two kinds of initial perturbations: a heaving impact (variation of the wind velocity
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FIGURE 6. Controlled trajectories for the LaSIE boat (T=2s)

FIGURE 7. Controls for the LaSIE boat (T=2s)

and therefore of the lift on Figures 4-5) and a pitching impact (the boat hits a large wave on Figures 6-7). The results on
the control (rudder and foil) are spectacular and even if the control remains exact at time T , we obtain a control almost
bang-bang for γ large enough. Here again the total variation of the control is less than in the case where γ = 0. This
reaches the goal announced for this study. One can also combine different initial conditions simultaneously which would
lead to similar results.

Remark 8. Concerning Figures 6 and 7 and for values of γ larger than 30, the curves have not been plotted because
the algorithm did not converge sufficiently fast, according to the criteria we have prescribed (convergence of the control
criterion and number of iterations). Note that for a set of values α = 1, β = 5, the algorithm works for much larger
value of the parameter γ. As suggested at the end of Section 5, the coefficients α, β and γ are parameters that should
be adjusted. There is certainly an optimal set of values for which the control will be optimal from both a quality and
computational point of view. This aspect will be investigated in future works. The aim of the current one was to suggest
a regularizing control term that reduces oscillations. However, when we look at the results of Figures 4 and 5, for a time
T = 1s, we notice that choosing γ = 30 instead of γ = 20 does not really change the controls. Furthermore, we notice
that passing a threshold, increasing γ does not really improve the efficiency of the control. 2

It would be certainly more realistic to introduce at least the rolling in the model. But the comparaisons with the results
concerning Luna Rossa [14] are not possible because the authors of this article just kept the two dof: heaving and pitching.
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Anyway a more industrial model can be used for customer applications. Nevertheless, the tuning of the sails could also
be included as far as one has stored enough aerodynamics tables obtained from the experiment (real time practice, wind
tunnel tests or computations). The full coupling with the CFD3 seems still to be out of reach for this situation.

7. Tests for the Luna Rossa model from the article [14]. The boat studied in the article [14] is a catamaran as those
used in the America’cup 2013 and 2017. We took the matrices included in the article and we applied our control strategy.
On Figures 8 we have plotted the results obtained for the heaving and the pitching. for various values of the parameter
γ. One can see that the benefit of the algorithm with γ > 0 is truly significant for the heaving (left Figure [?]). The
initial conditions can be observed on the curve (initial velocity on the heaving corresponding to a wind increase and initial
perturbation on the pitching for both the initial angle and its velocity corresponding to a wave encountered by the boat.
The control computed for various values of γ are plotted on Figure 9. The control for the main foil are plotted on the
left Figure 9 and those for the ruder foil on the right one. For each control we can see that the benefit of γ is real and
restricts the variations of the control. Therefore the goal that was initially stated (reduction of variations for the controls)
is reached by this algorithm.

FIGURE 8. Controlled trajectories for Luna Rossa (T=2s)

FIGURE 9. Controls for Luna Rossa (T=2s)

3Computing fluid dynamics
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8. Conclusions. In this text we have studied a new kind of algorithms for the control of dynamical mechanical systems.
The main point was to try to reduce the variations of the control. This could spare energy spent by the actuators and can
also reduce the fatigue phenomenon for the control devices, mainly for the engine in charge of the control loop. The idea
was to use a Tykhonov strategy [19]-[20] by adding a term in the cost functional of the optimal control problem which is
close to the total variations of the control. Furthermore, when the marginal cost of this functional (the famous ε term [12])
tends to zero, we obtained an exact control as far as the classical controllability assumption is satisfied [13]. The main
difficulty came from the fact that the criterion is no more derivable and because of its similarity with the Bingham model
for non Newtonian models as presented by G. Duvaut and J.L. Lions [9], we adopted a strategy close to the one suggested
by R. Glowinski [11]. The method has been checked on a very simple model in a first step and then to a two degrees of
freedom model for flying sailing boats. One (our model named the LaSIE model) is fully described in the Appendix of
this text and the other one has been developed by a research team [14] which has worked for the Luna Rossa challenge in
the America’s cup 2017. The results suggest that the strategy works well and this would justify to be extended to more
complex systems in flight dynamics, mainly for instable vehicles (rockets, flying boats and aircrafts) for which there are
many high frequency oscillations of the control systems..
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APPENDIX

A simple flying boat model with two degrees of freedom

Appendix A. The mechanical principle of the model and the static equilibrium. We use the orthonormal system of
axis centered at point G (the center of mass of the boat) represented on Figure 10. But this frame does not depend on
neither the heaving z nor the pitching angle θ. It is just in a translation movement at the velocity V in the direction −ex
(hence a Galilean system of axis). The water flow velocity in the previous frame attached to the boat at a translation
velocity V , is therefore vw = V ex (opposite to the movement of the boat when z = 0 and θ = 0). In this frame the
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movement of the boat is parametrized by the couple (z, θ) where z is the heaving and θ is the pitching angle (rotation
along ey). The velocity of the point G in the frame used is v(G) = żez .

ex

ez

eyθ pitch

Rudder
hr β + θ

Main foil
hf

water surface

dfdr

×
G

Center of mass

α+ θ

V

×
F

×
R

Rear foil

FIGURE 10. The notations used for the LaSIE boat

First of all let us give a few indications on the foil used in this text. We choose a NACA 0012 [1] which is a symmetrical
airfoil (see Figure 11). The Eiffel coefficients for the lift and the drag are respectively estimated by the following formulae
where ζ is the angle of attack of the foil expressed in radian. One has: cL(α) = (18/π)ζ,

cD(α) = 0.01(18/π)ζ.
(76)

FIGURE 11. Hydrodynamic lift for a NACA0012

The thrust force on the foils has (at least) two components. One is the drag which slow down the boat but which is quite
reduced for small angles of attack of the foils. The other one is the lift which enables the boat to fly. At the equilibrium (no
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dynamics) this vertical hydrodynamical forces equilibrates the weight of the boat and the tuning of the flaps are such that
the pitching moment is zero at the center of mass G. This leads to the right values for the angles of attack of the two foils:
α0 for the main foil and β0 for the rear foil fixed on the rudder. This equilibrium is traduced by the two relations written
at equation (77) where Sr (respectively Sf ) is the surface of the immersed rear foil (respectively main foil). Furthermore
dr and df are defined on Figure 10 (df > 0 if G is behind the main foil and ϱ is the mass density of the water i.e.
1000kg/m3, M is the mass of the boat and g = 9.81m/s2 the gravity acceleration):

1

2
ϱV 2[Srcz(β0) + Sfcz(α0)] =Mg,

1

2
ϱV 2[−Srdrcz(β0) + Sfdfcz(α0)] = 0.

(77)

A simple computation leads to the following expressions (choosing the expression of the hydrodynamic coefficients given
at (76) and the angles α0 and β0 are given in radian):

α0 =
36Mgdr

πϱV 2Sf (dr + df )
, β0 =

36Mgdf
πϱV 2Sr(dr + df )

. (78)

Appendix B. The dynamical model used for the control. The main point is to define a model which enables one to
control the movement of the boat. Initially (in the America’s cup of 2013) the whole main foil was rotating around a
fixation point located on the so-called daggerboard which was at the level of the two hulls (it was a catamaran) and
therefore outside of the water. For recent America’s cup boats the foils are equiped with rear flaps like on the wings of
an airplane. But for sake of brevity in the mathematical formulation, we consider in this paper that the foils are rotating
around the attached point at the extremity of the arms bearing them. Concerning the main foil this arm plays also the role
of a drift and in more complex models the roll angle of the foil is a control variable in order to reduce the yaw. The two
movements considered in this simple example are only the heaving z at the center of mass G and the pitch angle θ which
is the rotation around the axis ey as said before. But the extension to more realistic engineering model would not change
anything in the approach given in the following. Nevertheless, this would lead to more complex formula which are not
necessary for the understanding but obviously highly required for a real use of the control method introduced in this text.
If M is a point on the boat, its velocity is:

v(M) = żex + θ̇ ey ∧GM.

Therefore the velocity of the center R of the lifting plan of the rudder is:

v(R) = (ż − dr θ̇)ez − hr θ̇ ex

and at point F which is the center of the airfoil of the main foil:

v(F ) = (ż + df θ̇)ez − hf θ̇ex.

Hence the apparent flow velocity at R (respectively F ) is:

va(R) = V ex − v(R) = (V + hr θ̇)ex + (dr θ̇ − ż)ez, (79)

and respectively:
va(F ) = V ex − v(F ) = (V + hf θ̇)ex − (df θ̇ + ż)ez. (80)

We deduce the expression of the modulus of the apparent velocity at points R and F : ||va(R)||2 = (V + hr θ̇)
2 + (ż − dr θ̇)

2,

||va(F )||2 = (V + hf θ̇)
2 + (ż + df θ̇)

2.

(81)

We use the velocities at points R and F for estimating the apparent angle of attack of the two foils.
According to Figure 12 one has the folllowing expressions:
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ex

ez

ey

V + hr θ̇

V a
R

ż − dr θ̇
β

β

βa

Rear foil

tan (β − βa) =
ż − dr θ̇

V + hr θ̇

ex

ez

ey

V + hf θ̇

V a
f

ż + df θ̇
α

α

αa

Main foil

tan (α− αa) =
ż + df θ̇

V + hf θ̇

FIGURE 12. Diagram of the apparent velocity at points R or F of the foils for LaSIE boat

- first of all, by taking the derivative of βa (respectively αa) with respect to the kinematical parameters ż and θ̇ one obtains:

∂βa

∂ż
= − 1

V
,

∂βa

∂θ̇
=
dr
V
,
∂αa

∂ż
= − 1

V
,

∂αa

∂θ̇
= −df

V
. (82)

- then for the derivatives of the modulus of the apparent velocities at R and F :

∂||va(R)||2

∂ż
= 0,

∂||va(R)||2

∂θ̇
= 2hrV,

∂||va(F )||2

∂ż
= 0,

∂||va(F )||2

∂θ̇
= 2hfV.

(83)

The next step consists in the linearization of the forces applied to the boat through the two foils (main and rudder). Let us
make explicit the expression of the heaving force and the one of the pitching moment at the center of mass of the boat:

Fz = −Mg +
ϱ

2

[
Sr||va(R)||2cz(βa + θ + δr) + Sf ||va(F )||2cz(α+ θ + δf )

]
,

My =
ϱ

2

[
− ||v(R)||2Srdrcz(β

a + θ + δr) + ||v(F )||2Sfdfcz(α
a + θ + δf )

]
.

(84)

The formal linearization around θ = 0, z = z0 (which is arbitrary) α = α0, β = β0, leads to (terms of order zero
disappear because of the values chosen for α0 and β0):

FL
z =

∂Fz

∂z
z +

∂Fz

∂ż
ż +

∂Fz

∂θ
θ +

∂Fz

∂θ̇
θ̇ +

∂Fz

∂δr
δr +

∂Fz

∂δf
δf ,

ML
z =

∂Mz

∂z
z +

∂Mz

∂ż
ż +

∂Mz

∂θ
θ +

∂Mz

∂θ̇
θ̇ +

∂Mz

∂δr
δr +

∂Mz

∂δf
δf ,

(85)
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with the following values (for memory
∂cz
∂β

(β0) =
∂cz
∂α

(α0) = 18/π):

∂Fz

∂z
= 0,

∂My

∂z
= 0,

∂Fz

∂δr
=
ϱV 2

2
Sr
∂cz
∂β

(β0),
∂Fz

∂δf
=
ϱV 2

2
Sf
∂cz
∂α

(α0),

∂Fz

∂ż
= −ϱV

2

[
Sr
∂cz
∂β

(β0) + Sf
∂cz
∂α

(α0)
]
,

∂My

∂ż
=
ϱV

2

[
− Srdr

∂cz
∂β

(β0) + Sfdf
∂cz
∂α

(α0)
]
, ,

∂Fz

∂θ
=
ϱV 2

2

[
Sr
∂cz
∂β

(β0) + Sf
∂cz
∂α

(α0)
]
,

∂My

∂θ
=
ϱV 2

2

[
− Srdr

∂cz
∂β

(β0) + Sfdf
∂cz
∂α

(α0)
]
.

∂Fz

∂θ̇
= ϱV

[
Srhrcz(β0) + Sfhfcz(α0) +

Srdr
2

∂cz
∂β

(β0)−
Sfdf
2

∂cz
∂α

(α0)
]
,

∂My

∂θ̇
= ϱV

[
Sfdfhfcz(α0)− Srdrhrcz(β0)−

Srd
2
r

2

∂cz
∂β

(β0)−
Sfd

2
f

2

∂cz
∂α

(α0)
]
.

(86)

We now introduce four matrices in order to define the dynamical model. One denoted by M, is the inertia, the second one
C couples the gyroscopic effect (odd part of C) and the hydrodynamic damping (the symmetrical part of C which is not
necessarily positive), the third one -say K- is the stiffness (not necessarily neither symmetrical nor positive) and the last
one B is the so-called control tuner.

M =

(
M 0
0 J

)
C =


−∂Fz

∂ż
−∂Fz

∂θ̇

−∂My

∂ż
−∂My

∂θ̇



K =


−∂Fz

∂z
−∂Fz

∂θ

−∂My

∂z
−∂My

∂θ

 B =


∂Fz

∂δr

∂Fz

∂δf

∂My

∂δr

∂My

∂δf


(87)

The vectors representing the state variables, the control and the external perturbations are denoted by:

Degrees of freedom: X=

 z

θ

 , Control: u=

 ur

uf

 Perturbations: F=

 f1

f2


and all the components of these vectors depend on time. Finally the equation of the movement is:

MẌ + CẊ +KX = Bu+ F , (88)

with initial conditions on X(0 and Ẋ(0) which represent for instance the effect of a large wave (on θ̇...) or a brusk change
in the wind direction or its intensity (on ż...).
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