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1 Introduction

In 1983 Skinner and Rusk introduced a representation of the dynamics of an autonomous me-
chanical system which combines the Lagrangian and Hamiltonian features [24]. Briefly, in this
formulation, one starts with a differentiable manifold Q) as the configuration space, and the Whit-
ney sum T'Q®T*Q as the evolution space (with canonical projections py : TQ®T*Q — T'Q and
p2:TQ ®T*Q — T*Q). Define on T'Q @ T*Q the presymplectic 2-form Q = piwg, where wg
is the canonical symplectic form on T#(Q, and observe that the rank of this presymplectic form
is everywhere equal to 2n. If the dynamical system under consideration admits a Lagrangian
description, with Lagrangian L € C*°(T'Q), then we obtain a (presymplectic)-Hamiltonian rep-
resentation on 7'Q) @ T*(Q) given by the presymplectic 2-form  and the Hamiltonian function
H = (p1,p2) — piL , where (-,-) denotes the natural pairing between vectors and covectors on
Q. In this Hamiltonian system the dynamics is given by vector fields X, which are solutions
to the Hamiltonian equation (X )Q2 = dH. If L is regular, then there exists a unique vector
field X solution to the previous equation, which is tangent to the graph of the Legendre map
FL:TQ — T*Q. In the singular case, it is necessary to develop a constraint algorithm in
order to find a submanifold (if it exists) where there exists a well-defined dynamical vector field.

The idea of this formulation was to obtain a common framework for both regular and sin-
gular dynamics, obtaining simultaneously the Hamiltonian and Lagrangian formulations of the
dynamics. Over the years, however, Skinner and Rusk’s framework was extended in many di-
rections. For instance, Cantrijn et al [7] extended this formalism for explicit time-dependent
systems using a jet bundle language; Cortés et al [6] use the Skinner and Rusk formalism to
consider vakonomic mechanics and the comparison between the solutions of vakonomic and non-
holonomic mechanics. In [9] 13} 21] the authors developed the Skinner-Rusk model for classical
field theories.

Furthermore, the Skinner-Rusk formalism seems to be a natural geometric setting for Pon-
tryagin’s Maximum Principle. In this paper, whose roots are in the developments made in
[7, 9 13], we adapt the Skinner-Rusk formalism to study time-dependent optimal control prob-
lems. In this way we obtain a geometric version of the Maximum Principle that can be applied
to a wide range of control systems. For instance, these techniques enables to tackle geometri-
cally implicit optimal control systems, that is, those where the control equations are implicit.
In fact, systems of differential-algebraic equations appear frequently in control theory. Usually,
in the literature, it is assumed that it is possible to rewrite the problem as an explicit system of
differential equations, perhaps using the algebraic conditions to eliminate some variables, as in
the case of holonomic constraints. However, in general, a control system is described as a system
of equations of the type F(t,x,4,u) = 0, where the x’s denote the state variables and the u’s
the control variables, and there are some interesting cases where the system is not described by
the traditional equations & = G(t, z,u).

The main results of this work can be found in Sections B and ], where we give a general
method to deal with explicit and implicit systems. As examples, we consider the case of optimal
control of Lagrangian mechanical systems (see [1], 2 [3, 4]) and also optimal control for descriptor
systems [I17, I8]. Both examples have significant engineering applications.

The organization of the paper is as follows: Section [2] is devoted to giving an alternative
approach of the Skinner-Rusk formalism for time dependent mechanical systems. In Section 3
we develop the unified formalism for explicit time-dependent optimal control problems giving a
geometric Pontryagin’s Maximum Principle in a weak form, and in Section 4 we do the same
for implicit optimal control systems. Section 5 is devoted to examples and applications: first
we study the optimal control of Lagrangian systems with controls; that is, systems defined
by a Lagrangian and external forces depending on controls [I, 2 [3] [4]. These are considered
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as implicit systems defined by the Euler-Lagrange equations. Second, we analyze a quadratic
optimal control problem for a descriptor system [17]. We point out the importance of these kinds
of systems in engineering problems [I8] and references therein. Finally, we include an Appendix
where geometric features about Tulczyjew’s operators, contact systems and the Euler-Lagrange
equations for forced systems are explained.

All the manifolds are real, second countable and C*°. The maps are assumed to be C*°. Sum
over repeated indices is understood.

2 Skinner-Rusk unified formalism for non-autonomous systems

This formalism is a particular case of the unified formalism for field theories developed in [9]
and also in [13]. See [7] for an alternative but equivalent approach, and [I1] for an extension of
this formalism to other kinds of more general time-dependent singular differential equations.

In the jet bundle description of non-autonomous dynamical systems, the configuration bundle
is m: E —— R, where E is a (n + 1)-dimensional differentiable manifold endowed with local
coordinates (¢,¢%), and R has as a global coordinate t. The jet bundle of local sections of T,
J'7, is the velocity phase space of the system, with natural coordinates (t,q’,v'), adapted to
the bundle 7: E —— R, and natural projections

o Jr—E |, 7 J'r—=R.

A Lagrangian density £ € 2%(J'7) is a #!-semibasic 1-form on J!r, and it is usually written
as £ = Ldt, where L € C®(J'7) is the Lagrangian function determined by £. Throughout this

paper we denote by dt the volume form in R, and its pull-backs to all the manifolds.

The canonical structure of the bundle J'7 allows us to define the Poincaré-Cartan forms
associated with the Lagrangian density £, and then the FEuler-Lagrange equations are written
intrinsically (see [10} 23]).

Furthermore, we have the extended momentum phase space T*E, and the restricted momen-
tum phase space which is defined by J'7* = T*E/7*T*R. Local coordinates in these manifolds
are (t,q",p,p;) and (¢,q", p;), respectively. Then, the following natural projections are

gt —FE |, #l=gort:J¢*—R , wT'E—sJ7* , p:T'E—>R.

Let © € QYT*E) and Q = —dO € N?(T*E) be the canonical forms of T*E whose local
expressions are ' '
O =pdg +pdt , Q=dq" Adp; +dt Adp.

The Hamilton equations can be written intrinsically from these canonical structures (see, for
instance, [10, 12} [16] 20 22]).

Now we introduce the geometric framework for the unified Skinner-Rusk formalism for non-
autonomous systems. We define the extended jet-momentum bundle VW and the restricted
jet-momentum bundle W,

W=JrxgT'E , W,=JwxgJn*

with natural coordinates (t,¢*,v%, p,p;) and (¢, ¢",v’, p;), respectively. We have the natural sub-
mersions

p1:W—>J17T,p2:W—>T*E,pE:W—>E,pR:W—>R (1)
oW, — Jlr, ph W, — it P Wr—=FE, pl: W, —=R.
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Note that 7t opy =7l oo py = py- In addition, for § € Jlr, and p € T*E, there is also the
natural projection
'LLW . W I Wfr
@p) — (@lp)

where [p] = u(p) € J'7*. The bundle W is endowed with the following canonical structures:

Definition 1 1. The coupling 1-form in W is the p,-semibasic 1-form C e QY(W) defined
as follows: for every w = (jl¢(t),a) € W (that is, a € T (w)E) and V€ T, W, then
E

C(V) = a(Tu(d0p,)V) .

2. The canonical 1-form Oy, € 21 (W) is the p,-semibasic form defined by Oy = p30.
The canonical 2-form is Qyy = —dOyy = p3Q € 22(W).

Being C a pg-semibasic form, there is C' € C®(W) such that C = Cdt. Note also that Qyy is
degenerate, its kernel being the po-vertical vectors; then (W, Qyy) is a presymplectic manifold.

The local expressions for Oy, Oy, and C are

Ow =pidg' +pdt , Qy=—dpiAndg' —dpAadt , C=(p+p')dt.

~ Given a Lagrangian density £ € Q' (J'), we denote £ = piL € 2'(W), and we can write
L = Ldt, with L = piL € C*°(W). We define a Hamiltonian submanifold

Wo={weW | Liw)=Cw)}.

So, W, is the submanifold of W defined by the regular constraint function ' — L = 0. Observe
that this function is globally defined in W, using the dynamical data and the geometry. In local
coordinates this constraint function is

p+piv' —L(t,¢/,v7) =0 (2)

and its meaning will be clear when we apply this formalism to Optimal Control problems (see
Section3.2). The natural imbedding is jo: Wy < W, and we have the projections (submersions),
see diagram (3):

oWy —=Jln, )Y Wy —=T*F p%: Wo——F pg: Wo —R
which are the restrictions to Wy of the projections (), and
99 =popd: Wy —= Jin*.
Local coordinates in Wy are (t,q",v", p;), and we have that

p(l)(tqu7vl7p2) = (tvqlvvz) ) ]0(t7qivlvi7‘pi) = (t7qi7'vi7L _plvlvpl)
ﬁg(t7qluvlapi) = (tu ql7pi) ) pg(t7qluvl7pi) = (tu qZ7L _p’ivlupi) .

Proposition 1 W is a 1-codimensional ., -transverse submanifold of W, which is diffeomor-
phic to W,.
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(Proof ) For every (y,p) € Wy, we have L(y) = ﬁ(g, p) = C’(gj, p), and

(tyy ©20)(¥: P) = 11, (7, P) = (¥, u(P)) -

First, p,, o jo is injective: let (g1, p1), (92, p2) € Wo, then we have

(g © 20) (71, P1) = (t1yy ©90) (T2, P2) = (F1, (P1)) = (G2, (P2)) = 1 =2, u(pP1) = p(pP2)

~ ~

hence L(y1) = L(y2) = C(91,p1) = C(¥2,p2). In a local chart, the third equality gives
p(p1) + pi(P1)v"(51) = p(P2) + pi(P2)v' (B2)
but u(p1) = pu(p2) implies that
pi(p1) = pi([p1]) = pi([P2]) = pi(P2)

therefore p(p1) = p(p2) and hence p; = po.

Second, p,, 0o is onto, then, if (g, [p]) € W, there exists (7,q) € j0(Wp) such that [q] = [p].
In fact, it suffices to take [q] such that, in a local chart of J'7 xp T*E =W

pi(a) = pi([p]) , pla) = L(H) — p[p])v' (7)) -

A 0
Finally, since W, is defined by the constraint function C — L and, as ker py, = {8_}
P

locally and g(é - i}) = 1, then W is p,, -transversal.

Op
As a consequence of this result, the submanifold W, induces a section of the projection f,,,,
h: W, —=W .
Locally, h is specified by giving the local Hamiltonian function H =L+ pivt; that is,

ﬁ(t, ¢, v ;) = (t, ¢4 07, —ﬁ,pi). In this sense, h is said to be a Hamiltonian section of o -

So we have the following diagram

0 Jin (3)
P1 o1 P1
I
Wp —"—>W w Sy,

0 T"E .
P2 P2

1

Jlr*

3 Optimal control theory

3.1 Classical formulation of Pontryagin’s Maximum Principle

In this section we consider non-autonomous optimal control systems. This class of systems are
determined by the state equations, which are a set of differential equations

i' = F'(t, ¢ (t),u"(t), 1<i<m, (4)
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where t is time, ¢/ denote the state variables and u® 1 < a < m, the control inputs of the
system that must be determined. Prescribing initial conditions of the state variables and fixing
control inputs we know completely the trajectory of the state variables ¢’(t) (in the sequel, all
the functions are assumed to be at least C?). The objective is the following:

Statement 1 (Non-autonomous optimal control problem). Find a C?-piecewise smooth curve
Y(t) = (t, ¢ (t),u’(t)) and T € R satisfying the conditions for the state variables at time 0 and
T, the control equations ({f); and minimizing the functional J(7v) = fOT L(t, ¢7 (t),u(t)) dt .

The solutions to this problem are called optimal trajectories.

The necessary conditions to obtain the solutions to such a problem are provided by Pon-
tryagin’s Maximum Principle for non-autonomous systems. In this case, considering the time
as another state variable, we have [19]:

Theorem 1 (Pontryagin’s Maximum Principle). If a curve v : [0,T] — R x R" x R™, ~(t) =
(t,q'(t),u®(t)), with v(0) and v(T) fived, is an optimal trajectory, then there exist functions p(t),
pi(t), 1 <i < n, verifying:

L0 .00, (0) )
Dy 000,00 0) ©
Mt g (0, 0O p(O. (1) = maaH(E.d (), p(t),pi(0), ¢ € [0,T) @
and, moreover,
Mt q' (), u (1), p(t), pi(t)) =0, t€[0,T], )

where ‘ ' ‘ '
H(t7q27ua7p7pi) =p +pj]:J(t7q27ua) +p0L(t7 qlvua)
and po € {—1,0}.

When we are looking for extremal trajectories, which are those satisfying the necessary
conditions of Theorem [I] condition (7)) is usually replaced by the weaker condition
OH

(‘DQE%:O, 1§a§m (9)

In this weaker form, the Maximum Principle only applies to optimal trajectories with optimal
controls interior to the control set.

Remark: An extremal trajectory is called normal if py = —1 and abnormal if py = 0. For the
sake of simplicity, we only consider normal extremal trajectories, but the necessary conditions
for abnormal extremals can also be characterized geometrically using the formalism given in
Section 2l Hence, from now on we will take pg = —1.

An optimal control problem is said to be regular if the following matrix has maximal rank
0¢a O*H

= = . 10

< Qub > <8u“8ub> (10)

In the following sections we develop a geometric formulation of this Maximum Principle
in its weak form, similar to the Skinner-Rusk approach to non-autonomous mechanics as was
explained in Section [2] and references therein.
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3.2 Unified geometric framework for optimal control theory

In a global description, we have a fiber bundle structure 7¢: ¢ — E and 7: E — R, where
E is equipped with natural coordinates (¢,¢") and C' is the bundle of controls, with coordinates

(t,q', u®).

The state equations can be geometrically described as a smooth map F : ¢ — Jlm such
that it makes commutative the following diagram

which means that F is a jet field along 7¢ and also along 7¢. Locally we have F(t,q",u®) =
(t, ¢, F'(t,q",u)).

Geometrically, we will assume that an optimal control system is determined by the pair
(L, F), where L € 21(C) is a 7¢-semibasic 1-form, then L = LLdt, with . € C>(C) representing
the cost function; and F is the jet field introduced in the above section.

In this framework, Theorem [l in its weak form can be restated as:

Theorem 2 If a curve v : I — C, with ¥(0) and v(T') fized, is an optimal trajectory, then
there exists a curve I' : I — C xg T*E such that, in a natural coordinate system, I'(t) =

((t),p(t), pi(t)) verifies {A), (6l), (8) and (9), where H =p —I-pj]:j + poll and py € {—1,0}.

Now, we develop the geometric model of Optimal Control theory according to the Skinner-
Rusk formulation.

The graph of the mapping F, Graph F, is a subset of C' x g J'7 and allows us to define the
extended and the restricted control-jet-momentum bundles, respectively:

W” = Graph F xg T*E |, W? = Graph F xp J'z*

which are submanifolds of C xg W = C xg J'n xg T*E and C xg W, = C xg Jin xp J'7*,
respectively.

In W7 and W/ we have natural coordinates (t,q’,u®,p,p;) and (t,q',u®, p;), respectively.
We have the immersions (see diagram (II])):

if : W]: — C XE W7 i]:(tvqivuavpvpi) = (t7qi7ua7]:i(t7qj7ub7)7p7pi)
Zv]": : Wf = C XE WTv if(tvquuaypi) = (tvqlauaafl(tyqjaub)vpi) )

and taking the natural projection
oW C x E W——sWwW
we can construct the pullback of the coupling 1-form C and of the forms ©yy and Qy to W

Coyr = (owoi?)*C , Opr = (owoi? )" Ow , Qur = (owoi” )" Qw = (p3)*Q,



M. BARBERO-LINAN et al, Skinner-Rusk unified formalism... 9

see Definition [Il whose local expressions are:
Cwr = (p+piF (6, u")dt , Oywr =pidg’ +pdt , Qyr = —dpiAdg' —dpAdt.

Hence, we can draw the diagram

Id
CxpW il C x5 W, (11)
- F
i Graph F 'r
ow w* e 4 oW,
T™F
>
w “w W,

where pg: , P2, yF, and oy, are natural projections.

Furthermore we can define the unique function Hyyr : W5 — R by the condition
Cyyr — (p] )*L = Hyyrdt.
where pf : W/ —— (' is another natural projection. This function H,y = is locally described as
Hyyr(t,q',u®,p,pi) = p+piF' (8, ¢, u®) — L(t, ¢/, u®); (12)

(compare this expression with (2))). This is the natural Pontryagin Hamiltonian function as
appears in Theorem [Il

Let WOF be the submanifold of WY defined by the vanishing of Hyyr; that is,
Wi = {we W’ | Hyr(w) =0}.
In local coordinates, WOF is given by the constraint
p+piFi(t, ¢ u®) —L(t, ¢/ ,u®) =0 .

Observe that, in this way, we recover the condition (8). An obvious set of coordinates in Wg: is
(t,q",u p;). We denote by ]‘5: : W({T —— W7 the natural embedding; in local coordinates,

]O}—(t’ qiv ua’ pl) = (t7 qiv ua’ L(t7 qjv ub) - pl]:l(t) qjv ub)v pj) .
In a similar way to Proposition [l we may prove the following:

Proposition 2 Wg: s a 1-codimensional I, 5 -transverse submanifold of WY, diffeomorphic to
W7

As a consequence, the submanifold Wg: induces a section of the projection u .,
4%

Wl —w’ . (13)
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Locally, h” is specified by giving the local Hamiltonian function H* = p;F? — L; that is,
h7 (t,q¢',u®,p;) = (t,¢',u®,p = —H” ,p;). The map h” is called a Hamiltonian section of Ly

Thus, we can draw the diagram, where all the projections are natural

(14)

Finally we define the forms
Oz = ) Owr .+ Dz = () Dy
with local expressions

Opzr =pidg' + (L —pF)dt . Qpr = —dp; Adg’ — d(L —piF") Adt.

3.3 Optimal Control equations

Now we are going to establish the dynamical problem for the system (WOF ,Qwér) and as a
consequence we obtain a geometrical version of the weak form of the Maximum Principle.

Proposition 3 Let (L, F) define a reqular optimal control problem, then there exists a subman-
ifold W{ of Wi and a unique vector field Z € X(W{ ) tangent to W{ such that

((Z2) 7 llwr =0 o [i(Z)ddyr =1 (15)

The integral curves T' of Z satisfy locally the necessary conditions of Theorem [2.

(Proof) In a natural coordinate system, we have

o .0 .0 )
Z=fot AL+ B+ Cig
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where f, A®, B%, C; are unknown functions in Wg . Then, the second equation (I5) leads to
f =1, and from the first we obtain that

coefficients in dp; : F' — A* =0 (16)
L OF7
flicients in du® : —— — p. 2 = 1
coefficients in du 5ue ~ Pigua 0 (17)
, L J
coefficients in dg* : g—ql - pjaa% —C; =0 (18)
0L ) J L J )
coefficients in dt : —Alg—qi + A'p; %; - B gua + B“pjg% +C;F' ' =0. (19)
. ; . . ; d¢t . du®
Now, if T'(¢) = (¢, 4" (t), u®(t), pi(t)) is an integral curve of Z, we have that A* = o B =
dp;
Ci=—.
dt

The Pontryagin Hamiltonian function is H = p+ p;F* — L. As we are in W{, condition (8],
H =0, is satisfied. Furthermore,

: : dqt
e From (I6]) we deduce that A* = F’; that is, d_qt = g—;-l-’ which are the equations ().

e Equations (I7)) determine a new set of conditions

oL OF  OH
Ok Ot 2
v ue Yo T fua 0 (20)
which are equations (). We assume that they define the new submanifold WY of WOF .
We denote by 77 : Wi < W4 the natural embedding.

dp; OH
e From (I8) we completely determine the functions C; = Pi _ ; which are the equa-

dt ¢t
tions (@]).

e Finally, using (6], (I8) and (I7) it is easy to prove that equations (I9) hold identically.

Furthermore Z must be tangent to WY, that is,

2o =7 (o) =0 (on W)

or, in other words,

0*H . 0?H 0*H OH O0*H
0= +F— B® - wi). 21
sow T agow P avaw ~ og opowe W) 21
2
However, as the optimal control problem is regular, the matrix ENE has maximal rank. Then
u’Ou
the equations (2I)) determine all the coefficients B. ]

As a direct consequence of this proposition, we state the intrinsic version of Theorem [2

Theorem 3 (Geometric weak Pontryagin’s Maximum Principle). If v: I — C is a solution to
the regular optimal control problem given by (L, F), then there exists an integral curve of a vector
field Z € X(W{), whose projection to C is v, and such that Z is a solution to the equations

i(Z) =0, i(Z)dt=1,

in a submanifold Wi of W, which is given by the condition (20).
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Note that the conditions fulfilled by the integral curves of Z, satisfying the suitable initial
conditions, imply that their natural projections on C are ~.

Remark: In fact, the second equation of (I5]) could be relaxed to the condition
i(Z)dt # 0,

which determines vector fields transversal to m whose integral curves are equivalent to those
obtained above, with arbitrary reparametrization.

Note that, using the implicit function theorem on the equations ¢, = 0, we get the functions
u® = u(t, q,p). Therefore, for regular control problems, we can choose local coordinates (¢, ¢, p;)
on WY, and ’H!W{r is locally a function of these coordinates.

If the control problem is not regular, then one has to implement a constraint algorithm to
obtain a final constraint submanifold Wf (if it exists) where the vector field Z is tangent (see,
for instance, [§]).

Let 71: W{ — W{ be the natural embedding, the form le}' = (f )*QW{ is locally written
as
lej: = —dp; Ndq" — dH|W1]-‘ Adt.

Hence, for optimal control problems, taking into account the regularity of the matrix (I0]), we
have the following:

Proposition 4 If the optimal control problem is regular, then (Wlf, lef, dt) is a cosymplectic
manifold, that is, (lef)" Adt is a volume form (see [15]]).

4 Implicit optimal control problems

4.1 Unified geometric framework for implicit optimal control problems

The formalism presented in Section B.2] is valid for a more general class of optimal control
problems not previously considered from a geometric perspective: optimal control problems
whose state equations are implicit, that is,

Ut q,q,u) =0, 1 <a<s, withdU?A...AdP* #£0. (22)

There are several examples of these kinds of optimal control problems, some of them coming
from engineering applications. In Section Bl we study two specific examples: the descriptor
systems which appear in electrical engineering and the controlled Lagrangian systems which
play a relevant role in robotics.

From a more geometric point of view, we may interpret Equations (22]) as constraint functions
determining a submanifold M¢ of C' x g J'm, with natural embedding yM¢: My — C xg J'r.
We will also assume that (7€ x ©1) o yM¢: My —— E is a surjective submersion.

In this situation, the techniques presented in the previous section are still valid. Now the
implicit optimal control system is determined by the data (L, M¢), where L € 21(M¢) is a
semibasic form with respect to the projection 7M¢: My —— R, and hence it can be written as
L = Ldt, for some L € C*°(M¢). First define the extended control-jet-momentum manifold and
the restricted control-jet-momentum manifold

WMe = Mo xg T*E , WM¢ = Mo xp Jio*
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which are submanifolds of C xgp W = C xg J'7m xg T*E and C xg W, = C xg J'w xg Jin*,
respectively.

We have the canonical immersions (embeddings)
Mo wMe s ¢ xpw Mo wMe s Cxp W, .
So we can draw a diagram analogous to (Il replacing the core of the diagram by
Mc

P{VI/ XIMC
_ >

HyMc
whMe

where all the projections are natural.

Now, consider the pullback of the coupling 1-form C and the forms oy, Ow and o3,y to
WMce by the map iMe: WMe — C x g W; that is

Coyme = (ow o Z'MC)*C’ , Oy = (ow o Z'MC)*@W , Qpme = (ow o Z'MC)*QW ,

and denote by C' € C®(WM¢) the unique function such that Cypypme = Cdt. Finally, let Hyyng
WMe — R be the unique function such that Cyyu, — (piwc)*L = H,y u-dt. Observe that
Hyype = C —1L, where L. = (piw ¢)*L, and remember that H\, . is the Pontryagin Hamiltonian
function, see (2.

Let W(J]V[ © be the submanifold of WM¢ defined by the vanishing of Hyme, ie.
Wy'e = {w e WMe | Hy e (w) = (C — L)(w) = 0}, (23)

and denote by jg/[ < éw ¢ s WMo the natural embedding. As in Proposition [[l we may prove
the following:

Proposition 5 Wéw ¢ is a 1-codimensional pi . -transverse submanifold of WMe - diffeomor-
phic to WMe.,

As a consequence, the submanifold Wy induces a section of the projection I g
pMe s ywMe Mo

Then we can draw the following diagram, which is analogous to (I4]), where all the projections
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are natural

CXEJ17T

Finally, we define the forms

M, M,
@Wé‘fc = (% C)*@WMC ) QW(;”C = (% c)*Qch .

4.2 Optimal Control equations

Now, we will see how the dynamics of the optimal control problem (L, M¢) is determined by
the solutions (where they exist) of the equations

i(2)Q e =0, i(Z)dt=1 , for ZeXW'). (24)
0
As in Section B3], the second equation of (24)) can be relaxed to the condition

W(Z)dt #0 .

In order to work in local coordinates we need the following proposition, whose proof is
obvious:

C

Proposition 6 For a given w € W(])V[ , the following conditions are equivalent:

1. There exists a vector Z,, € TwWéwC verifying that

QWMC(ZU),YU)) =0, forevery Y, € Twl/\/éwC .
0

2. There exists a vector Zy, € T,,(C x g W) verifying that

(i) Zw € TNV,
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(ii) i(Zw) (05w € (TyWRe)0

As a consequence of this last proposition, we can obtain the implicit optimal control equations
using condition 2 as follows: there exists Z € X(C x g W) such that

(i) Z is tangent to W)'C.

(i) The 1-form i(Z)o3,, dy is null on the vector fields tangent to Wéwc.

As Wéw ¢ is defined in (23], and the constraints are ¥* = 0 and C — L = 0; then there exist
Aas A € C®°(C xg W), to be determined, such that

(U(Z)on W)l e = (Aad P+ A(C = 1), i -

0

As usual, the undetermined functions A,’s and A are called Lagrange multipliers.
Now using coordinates (¢, ¢*, u%, v%, p,p’) in C x g W, we look for a vector field

o .0 .0 0 ) )
Z = EJFAWJFBOG avi+Da +E8_p

where A?, B*,C", D;, E are unknown functions in W(J]V‘[ ¢ verifying the equation
0 = iz (dg' Adp; +dt Adp) — AedT® — Ad(p + piv’ — L(t, q,u))

e L IL ve ,

= (—E—)\a +)\a—>dt+<)\a——)\ a—.—DZ)dq’

ot ot 0q" “ gt
oL . au*\ |, oue\
+ ()\aua — Aaw> du + <—)\pl — AaW) dv

+(A" — M)dp; + (1 — N)dp .
Thus, we obtain A = 1, and

- oL e oL . 0w~ v oL U
Al=vl Di= = =S E= - = A 0= o A
v oq o ot p a0t V= ua ue

together with the tangency conditions

LR R ot 2
— Z(u° _ %Y | pa 197
0 ()i < TR YA W ) ‘Wéwc
0 = Z(p+pu' —Lt,g,u)l, e -

Therefore the equations of motion are:

& (a0 G 00,40, ) + 50000 = Mol (a0 0 u(0) = 0
oL ov”

o (0. 0(0) = Aa() 5 (ta(0),4(8),u(®) = 0

U(t,q(t),4(), ult)) = 0

Let Lo = L — A, ¥? be the classical extended Lagrangian for constrained systems. Then these
last equations are the usual dynamical equations in optimal control obtained by applying the
Lagrange multipliers method to the constrained variational problem, that is, the Euler-Lagrange
equations for Lg, the extremum necessary condition at interior points, and the constraints.
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Remarks:

e In the particular case that ¥/ = v/ — FJ = 0, the vector field Z so-obtained is just the
image of the vector field obtained in Section by the Hamiltonian section (I3]), as a
simple calculation in coordinates shows.

e Another obvious but significant remark is that we can take 7*: J¥7 —— R (the bundle
of k-jets of 7) instead of m: E —— R, and hence J*7* and T*J*r instead of J'7! and
T*FE, respectively. These changes allows us to address those optimal control problems
where we have ®*¢: ¢ — J¥r; that is, we deal with higher-order equations, and their
solutions must satisfy that (y(t), ;51 (7% o ®*C 0~)(t)) € M, where M is a submanifold of
C x Tk Jktlg,

5 Applications and examples

5.1 Optimal Control of Lagrangian systems with controls

See Appendix[Alfor previous geometric concepts which are needed in this section. For a complete
study of these systems see [2 4] and references therein.

Now we provide a definition of a controlled-force, which allows dependence on time, con-
figuration, velocities and control inputs. In a global description, one assumes a fiber bundle
structure ®'¢ : ¢ — J'z, where C is the bundle of controls, with coordinates (¢, ¢, v, u). Then
a controlled-force is a smooth map F : C —= Cy, so that 71, o F = ®!¢ (see diagram (34))).

In a natural chart, a controlled-force is represented by

F(tu q,, u) - Fl(t7 q,, U)(qu - 'I)Zdt) .

A controlled Lagrangian system is defined as the pair (£,F) which determines an implicit
control system described by the subset D¢ of C x j1, J2m:

Dc = {(e;p) € O x iy I*m | (1drOr — (n})*dL)(p) = ((x7)*F)(c)}
= {(e,0) € C x jip I | E2(p) = ((n])"F)(c)}
= {(e,p) € C xyig J2m | (Eg o pra — (m)"F o pri)(c, p) = 0}
where pry and pro are the natural projections from C' x ;1. J?7 onto the factors. In fact, D¢ is

not necessarily a submanifold of C' x ;1. J?m. There are a lot of cases where this does happen.
In local coordinates

0L - 92L :
— J? J J
Do = {(t,q,v,w,U) €OXna I | 5iges b 0w’ + 555 5 (g v)v
0L oL
+8vi8t (tv (L’U) - aqi (tv (L’U) - Fi(ta Q7U7u) - 0} :

A solution to the controlled Lagrangian system (£, F) is a map v: R —— C satisfying that:

(i) ®'C oy = jl(nl o ®C 0n).

(ii) (y(t),72 (7' 0o @€ 0 ) (t)) € D¢, for every t € R.
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The condition (i) means that ®'¢ o+ is holonomic, and (ii) is the condition (B5]) of Appendix
[A3 that is, the Euler-Lagrange equations for the controlled Lagrangian system (£, F).

Now, consider the map (Id, Y): C x j1, J?m —= C x j1,, J'7', where Y: J?7r — J'7l is
defined in (B3] (see Appendix[A.2]), and let M¢ = (Id, Y)(D¢). As (Id, T) is an injective map,
we can identify Do C C x j1, J27 with this subset M¢c of C' x j1, J'@!. Observe that there is a
natural projection from M¢ to J'r.

If L: Mc —— R is a cost function, we may consider the implicit optimal control system
determined by the pair (L, M), where L = Ld¢, and apply the method developed in Section @l

Let W' = Mc x . T*J'7, and we=c X 1 JITL X j1 T*J . The natural projection
from WC to T*J'7 allows us to pull-back the canonical 2-form €1, to a presymplectic form
Qe € (22(WC). Furthermore, in J'7! x ;1. T*J'n there is the natural coupling form C (see
Definition ). We denote by C its pull-back to Wc. We denote by L and L the pull-back of L
and L from Mg to Wc, for the sake of simplicity.

Then, let Hyyc: Wc —— R be the unique function such that C — L = H,,cdt, whose
local expression is ﬁwc = p+ piv* + p;w’ — L, and consider the submanifold Wy = {§ €
w° | Hyyc(G§) = 0}. The pull-back of Hyyc to whe
by ,E[WMC.

is the Pontryagin Hamiltonian, denoted

Finally, the dynamics is in the submanifold WSJ © = w'n Wy of WC, where ji‘/‘fc is

the natural embedding. WSJ “ is endowed with the presymplectic form Qe = (jiwc)*QWc.
0

Therefore, the motion is determined by a vector field Z € %(Wé\/l “) satisfying the equations

Z'(Z)QW(J)VIC =0 , (Z)dt=1.

A local chart in WE is (t,q%, vt 0", w', u®, p, p;, p;), where (9%, w*) and (p, p;, p;) are the natural
fiber coordinates in J'7! and T*J'7, respectively. The manifold W ¢ is given locally by the
2n constraints:

S B 92 . 0%L O*L
Qpi(t7ql7vz7Uz7wz7ua7p7pi7pi) = w]W(tv(LU) + U]W(t7q7v) + M(t7q7v)
oL
_8_qi(t’q’v) - Fi(t,q,v,u) =0
@i(t7qi7Ui7@i7wi7ua7p7pi7ﬁi) = Ui - ®Z =0 )

and W is given by
¢(t7 qi7 Ui) Q_}iv wi7 u“,p,pi,ﬁi) = HWC (t7 qiv Ui) Q_}i7 wi7 uavpapivﬁi) = p+plﬁz+ﬁlwl_l‘(t7 q,7, ’LL) =0 )
and . . . .

Qwéwc =dq' Adp; + dv' Adp; + dt Ad(L — p0" — pw') .

C

Following Proposition[6], we look for a vector field Z € X (Wc) such that, for every w € W? :
() ZweTwWy® . (i) i(Zuw)Qe € (TuWy )0,

or, equivalently

@) )" (Zp)) =0, (') (2(@) =0, (1) (Z(¢) =0.
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(i) (1) ((2)Qye) = 0.

Remember that the constraints are ; =0, @ =0, ¢ =0.
If Z is given locally by

9 o 9 .0 o 9 P 9 _ 0
Z:a_“lW*AavﬁAai i ap g, T e

then A?, A}, A*, A', B* D, C;, C; are unknown functions in WC, such that
i(Z) 0 = Ndg; + Nd@' 4+ Md(p + pio® + paw’ — L(t, q,v,u))

and Z(p;) = 0, Z(¢") = 0 and Z(p + p;v* + p;w’ — L(t, q,v,u)) = 0. From these equations we
obtain

A=1, Al =7, Al =
OL 0, - OL O = OL L0
) JjZrJ R S Vit A _ =\
Ci = g - oq' '’ Ci ovt A ot i D ot A ot
oL . OF; - - 0L - 0L
= _— [t =N — N — pi = — N ——— 2
0 ou® +A ue P Ai = A ovidgt’ b A ovtOvI (25)
and the tangency conditions
dp; J&pl j&pi _. 0%L OF; . 0%L
= -+ A)—— — B¢ S — = 2
2o = GtV o TV g B ow T Gvew =0 29

@nz wi - A =0

where the third condition is satisfied identically using the previous equations.

Assuming that the Lagrangian L is regular, that is, det(W;;) = det ( 5 ]) # 0, then from

equations for p; and p; in (25]) we obtain explicit values of the Lagrange multipliers A\ and ;.
Therefore, the remaining equations (25]) are now rewritten as the new set of constraints

oL . OF,

a t n) — _ 1] g — — s 2
VUt g, v u,p) = 52 = Wpig 2 =0 (27)
OH
which corresponds to T 0
oul
The new compatibility condition is
8¢a iy 8¢a awa b awa 8¢a
Z(W*) = — ) —— + B Ci—=0. 28
W) =+ 35 %0 T B a T iy (28)
Furthermore we assume that Sue
de t( s > 40,

then, from Equations (26) and (28) we obtain the remaining components A’ and B¢, and we
determine completely the vector field Z.
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The equations of motion for a curve are determined by the system of implicit-differential
equations:

B0 = SEa0.d(0.0(0) — N (a(0). 40,50 G 440,400,410 u(0)
Bil) = o (talt),dle),ult) — pi()
. 2
N0, (0. P(0) | 52 a0, 0). 600 u(0) + 52 (a0 d(0)]| (29
0 = 4 (Gt a®.d)) = f(e.00).(0) - Fite.a(0).d(0) () (30)
0 = 2% 1,000, (1) ~ Wt g0), 600 2 (1), 60 u(e)) . (3)

Equation (31) is the explicit expression of (27)).

In [1] the authors study optimal control of Lagrangian systems with controls in a more
restrictive situation using higher-order dynamics, obtaining that the states are determined by a
set of fourth-order differential equations. First it is necessary to assume that the system is fully

actuated, that is m = n, and rank (Z;;) = rank (ggg) = n. Moreover, in the sequel we assume

that the system is affine on controls, that is,

Therefore, Z;; = Ajj.

Then from the constraint equations ([30) and (B1]), applying the Implicit Function Theorem,
we deduce that

W0 = 000,00 00) = 47 | 4 (55000, ) - S0 d(0) ~ A5t ). d(0)

Pilt) = M alt), 1)) o qlt), d(0) ult, (1), 4(6) (1)

where (Hf ) are the components of the inverse matrix of the regular matrix (W% Ay;).

Taking the derivative with respect to time of Equation (29), and substituting the value of
pi(t) using Equation (29]) we obtain a fourth-order differential equation depending on the states.
After some computations we deduce that

) 2 4k
(0, 0(0),400)) 5 1 a(0) 40, G0 S (0) = Gl a(0), (0,0, 1)

0L k) is invertible, we obtain a explicit fourth-

Finally, under the assumption that the matrix (W

order system of differential equations:

dq’ ~i N gy e
W(t) =G (t7Q(t)7Q(t)7Q(t)7 q(t)) .
5.2 Optimal Control problems for descriptor systems

See [I7] for the origin and interest of this example. The study of these kinds of systems was
suggested to us by Professor. A.D. Lewis (Queen’s University of Canada).
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Consider the problem of minimizing the functional

1

+o0
_ 2t ()2 2
J—2/0 lai(¢")? + ru®] dt,

1 <+ < 3, with control equations
P=q¢"+bu , @F=¢+bu , 0=¢+bu
with parameters a;,b; > 0 and r > 0.

As in the previous section, the geometric framework developed in Section is also valid
for this class of systems. Let E = R x R? with coordinates (¢,q%), and C = R x R3 x R with
coordinates (t,q%,u). The submanifold Mc C C xg J'7 is given by

2

MC = {(t7q17q27q37?}17” 7U37u) ’U2 :q1+bluavg :q2+b2u70:q3+b3u}'

The cost function is

L: C — R
1
(t7 qu q27 q37 U) — 5 [CLl (q1)2 + a2(q2)2 + a3(q3)2 + TU2]

We analyze the dynamics of the implicit optimal control system determined by the pair (L, M¢).

Let WMe = Mo xpT*E and W = C x g J'n x g T*E with coupling form C inherited from
the natural coupling form in Jim x T*E. Let Hyyc: WC¢ — R be the unique function such
that C — L = H,ycdt, and consider the submanifold Wy = {§ € W® |H,c(§) = 0}. Finally, the
dynamics is in the submanifold Wéw ¢ = WMo N W, of WC. Locally,

M,
wy'e = {(t,q",¢% ¢ v 0% 03w ppr,pa, p3) | VP = ¢t 4 biuv? = ¢ 4 o

q3+bgu:0,p+plvl+p2v2+p303—]L:0}.

Therefore, the motion is determined by a vector field Z € %(Wéw ) satisfying the Equations
(24), which according to Proposition [f is equivalent to finding a vector field Z € X(WY) (if it
exists):

0 1 0 9 O 3 0 . 0 5 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
Z =5 +A 34 -4+ A 3q ~+A a3+C S tC 5 5 +C 5 5+ B +D1a +D28p +D38p3 Eap
such that

i(Z)e = Md(g" + biu — v?) + Aad(q? + bau — v3) + A3d(¢® + b3u) + AdHyyo |
Z(gt +biu—v2) =0, Z(@P+bu—v3)=0, Z(@+bu)=0, Z(Hpc)=0

where Qe € 22(WC) is the 2-form with local expression

QWc:dql/\dp1+dq2/\dp2+dq3/\dp3+dt/\dp.

After some straightforward computations, we obtain that

At =t A2 =g b . A=+ bu

A=1 E=0 , 0=1ru—byps — baps — b33
C’=v'+0B , C3=A24+0,B |, 0=A°+03B

p1=0 , P2 =M\ ;P33 = A2

Dy =a1q1 —p2 , D2=aq —p3 . D3 =azq3 — 3.
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We deduce that

1 1
)\3 = E(Tu — b1p2 — b2p3) s B = —b (q2 + bgu) .

3

Therefore, the new constraint submanifold WHM¢ — W(J]V[ ¢ is
M,

Wl ¢ = {(t7q17q27'017u7p17p27p3) ‘ p1 = 0} .

Consistency of the dynamics implies that
0=Z(p1) = D1 =aiq1 —p2.
Thus,
Wy'e = {(t,q",¢* v u,p2,ps) | a1q1 — pa = 0}
and once again we impose the tangency to the new constraints:
0= Z(a1q1 — p2) = a1v" — azqz + p3
which implies that
Wé‘/‘rc = {(t,¢", ¢* v u, p3) | ayvt — agg® + p3 =0} .
From the compatibility condition
0= Z(av" — azq” + ps)

and the constraints we determine the remaining component C' of Z:
Cl = H [(agbg — albl)ql — b2a2q2 + (agblbg + agbg + T)u + bgal?}l] .
103
Therefore the equations of motion of the optimal control problem are:

q'l (t) = %1)3 [(a2b3 — albl)ql(t) — a2b2q2(t) + ((12()1()3 + (lgb:oz) + T‘)u(t) + a1b2(j1 (t)] (32)
() = q'(t) +biu(t)

0 = () + bou(t) — bsu(t).
From (32]) we deduce that
1

t) = b—blt b2t_b.1t bult,
u(t) a2b1b3+a3b§—|—r[(a11 azbz)q' (t) + azbaq®(t) — arbag' (t) + a1bsg' (t)]

This is the result obtained in Miiller [I7], where the optimal feedback control depends on the
state variables and also on their derivatives (non-casuality).

Choosing local coordinates (,¢',¢? v, u) on Wé\/lc, if g3 : Wéwc — WC is the canonical
embedding, then QWI\/IC = 758 c is locally written as
3

QWMC = —aydg" A dg® + asbzdg® A du — arbgdv! Adu+ dt Adgsp,
3

where 75p : Wéw ¢ ——= R is the function
1 1 1

75D = —gal(q1)2 — §a2(q2)2 + 5(7‘ + agbg)u2 — arbiqtu — agbag?u + arbovtu + a1 gt

Obviously, (Qwéwc ,dt) is a cosymplectic structure on Wé‘/‘[ @ (see Proposition ), and there exists
a unique vector field Z € %(Wéw @) satisfying
i(2)Q

e = 0, (Z)dt=1.
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6 Conclusions and outlook

In this paper we have elucidated the geometrical structure of optimal control problems using
a variation of the Skinner-Rusk formalism for mechanical systems. The geometric framework
allows us to find the dynamical equations of the problem (equivalent to the Pontryagin Maximum
Principle for smooth enough problems without boundaries on the space of controls), and to
describe the submanifold (if it exists) where the solutions of the problem are consistently defined.
The method admits a nice extension for studying the dynamics of implicit optimal control
problems with a wide range of applicability.

One line of future research appears when we combine our geometric method for optimal
control problems, and the study of the (approximate) solutions to optimal control problems
involving partial differential equations when we discretize the space domain and consider the
resultant set of ordinary differential equations (see, for instance, [5] and references therein and
[14], for a geometrical description). This resultant system is an optimal control problem, where
the state equations are, presumably, a very large set of coupled ordinary differential equations.
Typically, difficulties other than computational ones appear because the system is differential-
algebraic, and therefore the optimal control problem is a usual one for a descriptor system.

Moreover, in this paper we have confined ourselves to the geometrical aspects of time-
dependent optimal control problems. Of course, the techniques are suitable for studying the
formalism for optimal control problems for partial differential equations in general.

A Appendix

A.1 Tulczyjew’s operators

Given a differentiable manifold () and its tangent bundle 7g: TQ) —— @, we consider the
following operators, introduced by Tulczyjew [25]: first we have ir: 2F(Q) — 2FYTQ),
which is defined as follows: for every (p,v) € TQ, o € 2%(Q), and X1, ..., X;_; € X(TQ),
(iT OZ)((p, U)7 Xiy..e 7Xk—l) = Oé(p7 v, T(p,U)TQ((Xl)(p,U))7 ce 7T(p,U)TQ((Xk—1)(p,U))) .
Then, the so-called total derivative is a map dp: 2%(Q) — 2%(TQ) defined by
dr =doir+irod.

For the case k = 1, using natural coordinates in TQ), the local expression is

. A
dra =dr(A;jdg’) = Ajdv! + ’u’%—qijdq] .

A.2 Some geometrical structures

Recall that, associated with every jet bundle J'm, we have the contact system, which is a
subbundle C; of T*J'7 whose fibres at every j'¢(t) € J'm are defined as

Ca(i'0(1) = {o € Tjiyy (J'm) | = (Tjigym' = Tjig (@0 7)) B, B € Vyym}) -

One may readily see that a local basis for the sections of this bundle is given by {dq’ — vdt}.
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Now, denote by J2m the bundle of 2-jets of m. This jet bundle is equipped with natural
coordinates (t,q",v",w") and canonical projections

—2

W%2J27T—>J17T, . Prn—=E |, 7 J*r—=R.

Considering the bundle J'7!, we introduce the canonical injection Y: J?r — J'7! given by
T(*o(t) = (' (51 o)() - (33)
Taking coordinates (t,q¢’,v"; 7", w’) in J'&! then Y(t,¢%,vt, w®) = (t,¢*,v'; v, wh).

Thus, we have the following diagram

TJ'r = TR x T(TQ) T*(J?n) JiTl =R x T(TQ)

\ Tj2m

B J*r =R x T?Q
i

J'n =R x TQ
TJlm

Lt ———— T r
RxQ u R

(34)
where the inclusion ¢ is locally given by (¢, q,v,w) = (¢,1, ¢, v,v,w).
Observe that (72)*T*J'7 can be identified with a subbundle of T*.J?7 by means of the natural
injection 1: (72)*T*J'r — T*J?r, defined as follows: for every p € J?m, a € T;Q( Jr, and
1
a € Tﬁsz,

p)
(i(p, @))(a) = a(Ty7i(a)) -
In the same way, we can identify (72)*C, as a subbundle of (73)*T*Jl7 by means of i.

Local bases for the set of sections of the bundles T*J%7r —= J%x, (73)*T*J'r —= J?T,
and (73)*Cp — J%m are (dt,dq’, dv?, dw?), (dt,dq’, dv?), and (dg* — v'dt), respectively.

Incidentally, Sec (J?, (72)*T*Ji7) = C>®(J%7) ®coo(J1r) (72)*QY(J'm), which are the 72-
semibasic 1-forms in J27.

A.3 Euler-Lagrange equations

Let £ € 2'(J'7) be a Lagrangian density and its associated Lagrangian function L € C*(J 7).
Observe that

drO©r € QLTI ), 45drO, € 2Y(J*n) , (73)*dL € Y (J?x) .

Then, a simple calculation in coordinates shows that 2{dr©, — (72)*dL is a section of the bundle
projection i((7%)*Cr) — J>.

The Euler-Lagrange equations for this Lagrangian are a system of second order differential
equations on @Q; that is, in implicit form, a submanifold D of J?7 determined by:

D ={pe J*r | (1jdrO, — (7})*dL)(p) = 0} = {p € J*m | E-(p) = 0} = £'(0) ,
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where &£ =17d7O ¢ — (W%)*dL. Then, a section ¢: R ——= R x @) is a solution to the Lagrangian
system if, and only if, Im j2¢ C 521(0). In fact, working in local coordinates, such as

2 2 2
dr®, = aLdk <a_ij L>dt+< oL + 0 8.L +wiaa.L >qu

ovk ovJ atav’f dqiovk vidvk
[ t82L 8_L+Z- i 0L _8_L+ 8L+j62L OL\1 4
atovi ot ) U \V agavi ~ ag W\ 55 Y uia0r T 5o

. L 0L (PL L PL L
ndr®c = Frdv <atauk+”aqiauk+wawavk>dq

;0L 9L (L L . O’L
— + o' | v + w'v’ dt

v Ste0 ot g0 og Y vioui
oL oL oL
2\ * _ -
(r1)*dL = 8tdt+8 kd +8 dv* |
we obtain
L . 9%L O%L OL

i 7

% o 2\ * —

11d7rOp — (77)"dL <8vi8vkw + aqiavkv + Otovk 8(]
_[d (oL oL ko k
= it (i) g et a0

Now, suppose that there are external forces operating on the Lagrangian system (J'm, £). A
force depending on velocities is a section F': J'r —— C,. As above, the corresponding Euler-
Lagrange equations are a system of second order differential equations on @, given in implicit
form by the submanifold Dy of J27 determined by:

> (dg* — o*dt)

Dr ={p € J’r | (1jdrO, — (n1)*dL)(p) = (F o n})(p)} = {p € J*m | Ec(p) = (F o m1)(p)} -

A section ¢: R——= R x @ is a solution to the Lagrangian system if, and only if,
Ec(570) = (7)) [(F o m}) (% 0)] = (71) F(5'¢) - (35)

In natural coordinates we have

d (0L aL
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