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Abstract

In this work, we investigate an indirect approach for the numerical solution of optimal con-

trol problems via neural networks. A customized neural network is constructed, where optimal

state, co-state and control trajectories are approximated by minimizing the underlying parame-

terized Hamiltonian, relying on Pontryagin’s Minimum Principle. Departing from previous results

reported in the literature, we propose novel, modified networks with both time and trajectory

initial condition as inputs. Numerical results demonstrate the ability of neural networks to inte-

grate both time and initial condition information in solving optimal control problems. Finally, it

is empirically demonstrated that approximation accuracy may be enhanced through a structural

modification incorporating an intermediate layer of Fourier coefficients.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Optimal control problems (OCPs) are optimization problems that seek to find a con-

trol input that guides the dynamics of a system while seeking to minimize or maximize a

given performance index represented by an objective function. In the context of manage-

ment sciences and economics, a standard treatment of the field can be found in [1]. Tra-

ditional methods, such as Pontryagin’s Minimum Principle (PMP) (necessary conditions)

and Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equations (sufficient conditions), have been commonly

applied to solve such problems. However, for systems of real, practical importance, typically

describing complex, nonlinear behavior, these classical approaches are rather analytically

limited and intractable, often failing to provide a closed-form solution. Thus, the solution

of many OCPs must rely on the efficient application of numerical techniques.

Following the mass dissemination and use of machine learning models in the sciences

and engineering, we consider the use of artificial neural networks (NNs) as surrogates for

optimal control laws (and their induced optimal trajectories), offering a viable alternative

to the current apparatus of numerical optimal control. Departing from the work developed

in [2–5], we generalize and integrate their approach, considering a family of optimal control

problems over a given range of initial conditions. The main contribution of this present work

lies in extending and integrating these models to accommodate a set of initial conditions,

thus approximating optimal control and trajectory surfaces with a single set of parameters:

weights, biases and possibly Fourier coefficients.

This paper is structured as follows: Section (II) presents a brief overview of the main

frameworks in numerical optimal control and recent contributions to the field from a machine

learning perspective. Section (III) constructs two different numerical methods building upon

and adding to others found in the recent literature. More specifically, two neural network-

based approaches are presented to approximate the solution of OCPs over a range of system

initial conditions: a traditional shallow neural network and a neural network equipped with
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a layer of Fourier coefficients, with the latter exploiting the approximation capabilities of

both neural networks and Fourier series. Section (IV) presents numerical results for three

different OCPs used as testbeds to methods presented herein. Finally, Section (V) discusses

the implications of these findings and draws a future line of work based on the results

obtained so far.

II. RELATED LITERATURE

The field of numerical optimal control is vast, with applications ranging from distinct

fields such aeronautical engineering to economics. For an overview, the reader is pointed to

[6]. The methods are typically classified into two: direct and indirect. In the former, the

target functions (control, state and co-state) are parameterized by approximating functions,

such as orthogonal basis functions (e.g., Chebyshev, Legendre or Fourier). In this way,

the original OCP is transformed into a finite dimensional optimization problem, where the

dynamics to be respected is priced out into the objective function and standard nonlinear

programming algorithms utilized to find a set of optimal parameters that best approximate

the target functions. This approach is typically subdivided into shooting and collocation

methods [7]. In its turn, indirect methods take into consideration necessary conditions (suf-

ficient under convexity assumptions), namely the PMP. Even though this approach also

involves target function parametrization, it indirectly minimizes the performance index by

minimizing the so-called Hamiltonian function with respect to the control input, thus justi-

fying its name. This is briefly introduced in Section III and it is the approach considered in

this work.

Typically, a numerical solution of a given OCP is found for a given fixed initial condi-

tion. Such is the case found in [2] where, instead of recurring to traditional approximation

schemes, suggests an NN approximation for solving OCPs within an indirect framework,

thus incorporating a parameterize Hamiltonian into the NN loss function. Similarly and

more recently, [8] proposes an indirect method for solving OCPs based on the framework of

neural differential equations [9]. [3–5] first proposed the (direct) approximation of an OCP

for arbitrary initial conditions within a given range. In these series of papers, multidimen-

sional Fourier series are used as approximators for a family of OCPs, generating time and

initial-condition dependent optimal control and state surfaces.
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Next, we combine the frameworks presented above into two similar but distinct methods:

(i) a time and initial condition-dependent NN, generalizing the method suggested in [2] for

a range of initial conditions (thus, doing so inspired by the ideas in [3–5]); (ii) an initial

condition-based NN with a Fourier layer. Both approaches seek to approximate a family of

OCPs starting from different initial conditions with a single set of parameters.

III. PROBLEM CONSTRUCTION

Consider the following OCP of Bolza form, i.e., the combination of the Lagrange and

Mayer forms

min
u

∫︂ T

0

f(x(t), u(t), t) dt+Ψ(x(T ), T )

s.t. ẋ(t) = g(x(t), u(t), t)

x(0) = x0,

(1)

where the functions x : [0, T ] → R and u : [0, T ] → R describe the state of the system

and the control input, respectively, in the time interval [0, T ]. The running cost function

f(x, u, t) and the system dynamics g(x, u, t) are assumed to be continuously differentiable.

SupposeX0 = {x1
0, x

2
0, . . . , x

l
0} is a finite ordered set of initial states. The goal is to determine

the control trajectory u(t, x0) that solves OCP (1) for all x0 belonging to the convex hull of

X0, which we shall denote by X0. Consider the Hamiltonian function for a fixed x0, defined

by

H(x, u, λ, t) := f(x, u, t) + λg(x, u, t), (2)

where λ : [0, T ] → R is the so-called costate function. PMP states that a solution to

OCP (1), i.e., an optimal control u∗(t), its induced trajectory x∗(t) and costate λ∗(t) are,

necessarily, solutions to the following system of differential equations

∂H

∂x
= −λ̇(t),

∂H

∂λ
= ẋ(t),

∂H

∂u
= 0. (3)

Next, we introduce two NN-based approaches that incorporate the conditions in Equa-

tion (3) into the loss function, as initially done in [2], but now taking into account the set

X0, thus aiming to obtain numerical approximations for a family of OCPs defined for all

initial conditions in X0.
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A. Time and Initial Condition-Dependent NN

In this method, a customized NN is composed of three parallel, sub-networks, each de-

signed to approximate the (optimal) target functions state x∗(t), costate λ∗(t), and control

u∗(t). This NN takes both time t ∈ [0, T ] and initial condition x0 ∈ X0 as inputs and

generates three respective outputs, each corresponding to one target function. By passing

these output signals to the PMP conditions embedded in the loss function, these approx-

imations are forced to simultaneously solve the underlying OCP for all initial conditions

in X0. Boundary conditions are satisfied by designing so-called trial solutions, shown in

Equation (5). The NN outputs for the state approximation is defined as

nx(t, x0) = v⊤
xσ(zx), zx = w⊤

x [t x0]
⊤ + bx, (4)

where σ(·) is the sigmoid activation function, vx is a vector of weights of the output layer,

wx a matrix of weights, and bx a vector containing the biases of the NN hidden layer. nu

and nλ are defined likewise, with their own corresponding parameters. We pack all of NN

parameters into a single vector, Φ. The trial solutions are defined as

ˆ︁x(t, x0) = x0 + tnx, ˆ︁λ(t, x0) = (t− T )nλ and ˆ︁u(t, x0) = nu, (5)

and ensure that ˆ︁x(0) = x0, ˆ︁λ(T ) = 0 (transversality condition). To ensure that the

trial solutions satisfy PMP conditions, the trial solutions are substituted in Equation (2),

yielding the trial Hamiltonian, emphasizing the role of the initial condition by adding a x0 as

an argument to the original formulation introduced in [2]. The trial Hamiltonian is written

as

ˆ︁H(ˆ︁x, ˆ︁λ, ˆ︁u, t, x0) = f(ˆ︁x, ˆ︁u, t) + ˆ︁λg(ˆ︁x, ˆ︁u, t). (6)

The derivatives of the trial Hamiltonian are then used to define error functions corre-

sponding to the PMP conditions

E1(t, x0;Φ) =
∂ ˆ︁H
∂ˆ︁x + ˆ︁λ̇ , E2(t, x0;Φ) =

∂ ˆ︁H
∂ˆ︁λ − ˆ︁ẋ, E3(t, x0;Φ) =

∂ ˆ︁H
∂ˆ︁u (7)

composing the loss function

E(t, x0;Φ) = E2
1 + E2

2 + E2
3 . (8)
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Equation (8) is used to assess the solution accuracy by measuring the deviation from the

necessary PMP conditions and we seek to minimize it over a grid of points defined by the

Cartesian product T ×X0, where T is a set of discrete time points over the interval [0, T ].

The resulting unconstrained optimization problem is given by

min
Φ

∑︁
x0∈X0

∑︁
t∈T E(t, x0;Φ). (9)

We denote byΦ∗ a solution to the optimization problem in Equation (9), and it represents

the best set of parameters that satisfies Equation (3), thus parameterizing all of the target

functions for all initial conditions in X0.

B. Initial Condition-Dependent NN with a Fourier Layer

We now consider only the initial condition x0 as the input of each of the three sub-

networks, as shown in Equation (1). Additionally, an output layer of Fourier coefficients

for each target function is added to the NN. The idea behind such design spans from the

work in [3–5]. As such, the trial functions giving rise to the desired approximations are now

parameterized by distinct finite Fourier series, obtained through a map between an initial

condition x0 and a finite set of Fourier coefficients, thus aiming to leverage the approximation

capabilities of both NNs and Fourier decompositions for the numerical solution of OCPs.

FIG. 1: Schematic representation of the initial condition-dependent NN with a Fourier

layer. For illustrative purposes, the network structure is shown only for the state

approximation but it is identical for both control and co-state functions.

The vector of Fourier coefficients Θx(x0), parameterizing the approximate optimal state
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trajectory for a given x0 ∈ X0, similarly to Equation (4), is defined as

Θx(x0) = v⊤
xσ(zx) + b(2)x , zx = wxx0 + b(1)x , (10)

with Θu(x0) and Θλ(x0) defined accordingly. Furthermore, the trial functions of Equa-

tion (5) become finite Fourier series, now being written as

ˆ︁u(t, x0;Θu) := au0 +
∑︁M

m=1

(︁
aum · sin

(︁
mπt
T

)︁
+ bum · cos

(︁
mπt
T

)︁)︁
,

ˆ︁x(t, x0;Θx) :=
(︂
x0 −

∑︁N
n=1 b

x
n

)︂
+
∑︁N

n=1

(︁
axn · sin

(︁
nπt
T

)︁
+ bxn · cos

(︁
nπt
T

)︁)︁
,

ˆ︁λ(t, x0;Θλ) :=
(︂
λT −

∑︁N
n=1 b

λ
n · (−1)n

)︂
+
∑︁N

n=1

(︁
aλn · sin

(︁
nπt
T

)︁
+ bλn · cos

(︁
nπt
T

)︁)︁
.

(11)

We note that we have written these Fourier series with slight modifications to their

constant terms so that they satisfy boundary conditions such as ˆ︁x(0, x0;Θx) = x0 andˆ︁λ(T, x0;Θλ) = λT when appropriate. Substituting ˆ︁x, ˆ︁λ, and ˆ︁u in Equation (2), the loss

function and the unconstrained optimization problem are constructed in the same manner

as described in Section (IIIA). The solution to this problem provides a map between initial

condition and a set of Fourier coefficients used for the approximation of the desired target

functions for all x0 ∈ X0.

IV. COMPUTATIONAL RESULTS

We provide numerical results for the three OCPs defined in Table (I) for the methods

presented. Plots are shown in Figs. (2) and (3) for OCP 3 for the method considered in

Section (III B), which describes an inventory control problem. This problem is taken from

[1] and the goal is to keep inventory and production optimally close to their target (safety

stock) level given an initial inventory level x0. The parameters used were ρ = 0, h = c = 1,

xtarget = 15, and utarget = 30. OCP 1 and 2 in Table (II) are extracted from [2].

Computational results involving the application of both methods suggested in this paper,

for the solution of the OCPs in Table (I) are summarized in Table (II). We shall now denote

the methods of Sections (IIIA) and (III B) as Method 1 and 2, respectively. To evaluate

the performance of our proposed methods, in Table (II), we report: root mean square error

(RMSEu), mean absolute error (MAEu), and mean absolute percentage error (MAPEu)

with respect to the control approximation. J∗
%error denotes the average percentage of error

for the optimal objective function value. All these error measures are averaged over the grid
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TABLE I: OCPs and their respective time and initial condition domains for the

experiments reported in Table (II).

OCP 1 (Lagrange) OCP 2 (Mayer) OCP 3 (Inventory Control – Lagrange)

min
u

∫︂ T

0

[︁
x2(t) + u2(t)

]︁
dt

s.t. ẋ(t) = u(t)

x(0) = x0

min
u

−x(2)

s.t. ẋ(t) =
5

2
(−x+ ux− u2)

x(0) = x0

min
u

∫︂ T

0
eρt

[︃
h

2
(x− xtarget)

2 +
c

2
(u− utarget)

2

]︃
dt

s.t. ẋ(t) = u(t)− S(t); S(t) = t3 − 12t2 + 32t+ 30

x(0) = x0

t ∈ [0, 1],

X0 = {0.00, 0.05, . . . , 1}

t ∈ [0, 2],

X0 = {0.00, 0.05, . . . , 1} t ∈ [0, 8], X0 = {0, 1, . . . , 40}

FIG. 2: Results for OCP 3 for M = N = 5 and I = 6 (with the Fourier layer). (Left)

Approximated and the exact control and state surfaces, respectively. (Right) Absolute

Percentage Error (APE) in the control and state approximations, respectively,

∀(t, x0) ∈ T ×X0.

FIG. 3: Sample trajectories of the state surfaces shown in Figure (2) for three distinct

initial conditions.

defined by T ×X0. The reader should note that the first column of Table (II) consists of the

two indirect methods discussed in this paper, and, for the sake of comparison, the (direct)

method as seen in [5] is also reported for OCP 3. The columns labeled OCP , M , N and
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I contain, respectively: the OCP, number of Fourier terms in the control approximation,

number of Fourier terms in state approximation and the number of neurons in the hidden

layer. All error measures are reported for a training set (X0, defined in Table (I)) and a

testing set, containing a larger discrete set of points belonging to X0 that do not belong to

X0.

Both methods are capable of approximating the target functions for all three OCPs,

attaining RMSEu and MAEu in the order of 10−4 in some cases. MAPE can become

relatively large when the actual values being approximated are closer to zero, as observed,

for example, in Exp. 1 and most of the experiments for OCP 2. As expected, for Method

1, the more neurons in the hidden layer, the better the approximations become (compare

Exp. 3 and 6). Furthermore, Exp. 6 (I = 30) and Exp. 21 (I = 6) demonstrate that

the addition of a Fourier layer for solving OCP 3 is capable of attaining the same error

performance, however with many less neurons in the hidden layer, thus, becoming the most

relevant experimental result of this paper. All the experiments related to OCP 1 attained

similar performance (Exps. 7–12), suggesting no clear relation between M , N , and I. The

results obtained from the direct method (Exps. 26–28) are given at the end of Table II.

With smaller values of M and N , the NN-based approaches perform better when compared

to the direct method. This result is expected since direct methods completely disregard the

existence of the PMP conditions.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORKS

By incorporating the ideas of [3–5] into the framework initially proposed by [2], this paper

confirmed that neural networks can effectively be integrated into the numerical apparatus

to solve OCPs. A single hidden layer and a few neurons were sufficient to provide accurate

approximations. Furthermore, as reported experimentally, the inclusion of a Fourier layer

may reduce the required number of neurons in the sub-networks hidden layers. The apparent

advantage of including a Fourier is that the interpolation for the approximated values is

implicit by the Fourier series, instead of linear interpolation implicit in Method 1. This

structural addition was shown to be viable without compromising the performance of the

underlying approximations. Future work will investigate the performance of these methods

for systems with larger state spaces and attempt to formalize aspects of the computational
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complexity of both methods, thus far only observed empirically.

TABLE II: Summary of computational results.

Training Testing

Exp. OCP M N I RMSEu MAEu MAPEu J∗
%error RMSEu MAEu MAPEu J∗

%error

1
N
N

(I
n
d
ir
ec
t) 1 1 - - 2 1.50E-02 1.03E-02 17.81 0.55 1.33E-02 9.40E-03 25.02 0.61

2 1 - - 6 7.09E-05 5.27E-05 0.10 0.02 5.91E-05 4.68E-05 0.17 0.03

3 2 - - 2 8.90E-03 5.50E-03 86.73 1.08E+03 8.00E-03 5.10E-03 122.79 1.44E+03

4 2 - - 6 1.95E-04 1.31E-04 1.75 2.35 1.69E-04 1.20E-04 2.24 1.97

5 3 - - 10 4.32E-01 2.43E-01 0.77 1.80 3.74E-01 2.25E-01 0.70 1.78

6 3 - - 30 3.87E-02 2.84E-02 0.09 0.09 3.65E-02 2.72E-02 0.09 0.09

2
N
N

+
F
o
u
ri
er

L
a
ye
r
(I
n
d
ir
ec
t)

7 1 4 4 2 3.70E-04 2.82E-04 0.39 0.06 3.48E-04 2.69E-04 0.50 0.07

8 1 4 4 6 3.52E-04 2.56E-04 0.32 0.05 3.39E-04 2.50E-04 0.40 0.05

9 1 5 5 2 4.71E-04 3.52E-04 1.02 0.07 4.29E-04 3.29E-04 1.50 0.08

10 1 5 5 6 3.14E-04 2.34E-04 0.65 0.05 2.99E-04 2.28E-04 1.00 0.07

11 1 6 4 2 3.55E-04 2.55E-04 0.36 0.04 3.46E-04 2.52E-04 0.48 0.04

12 1 6 4 6 3.88E-04 2.84E-04 0.44 0.06 3.76E-04 2.79E-04 0.66 0.08

13 2 4 4 2 2.20E-03 1.40E-03 38.28 6.33 1.80E-03 1.30E-03 51.98 10.51

14 2 4 4 6 2.20E-03 1.40E-03 39.09 11.26 1.80E-03 1.30E-03 53.74 17.13

15 2 5 5 2 6.57E-04 4.93E-04 10.26 3.90 5.58E-04 4.42E-04 11.52 5.25

16 2 5 5 6 6.18E-04 4.51E-04 7.37 5.84 5.25E-04 3.97E-04 8.16 7.87

17 2 6 4 2 2.20E-03 1.10E-03 37.70 7.48 1.70E-03 9.67E-04 50.59 12.35

18 2 6 4 6 2.20E-03 1.10E-03 37.90 7.81 1.70E-03 9.79E-04 50.19 12.90

19 2 8 8 2 2.63E-04 1.95E-04 3.83 2.32 2.28E-04 1.79E-04 4.94 3.91

20 3 4 4 3 1.97E-01 1.34E-01 0.47 0.12 1.58E-01 1.20E-01 0.43 0.07

21 3 4 4 6 1.72E-01 1.17E-01 0.41 0.10 1.40E-01 1.05E-01 0.37 0.06

22 3 5 5 3 2.87E-01 1.93E-01 0.65 0.14 2.34E-01 1.76E-01 0.59 0.13

23 3 5 5 6 5.87E-02 4.10E-02 0.14 0.06 4.92E-02 3.67E-02 0.13 0.06

24 3 6 4 3 2.19E-01 1.23E-01 0.39 0.21 1.61E-01 1.06E-01 0.34 0.24

25 3 6 4 6 2.17E-01 1.28E-01 0.44 0.17 1.63E-01 1.11E-01 0.39 0.12

3
D
ir
ec
t 26 3 4 4 - 3.50E+00 2.17E+00 6.13 7.41 3.23E+00 2.08E+00 5.95 8.67

27 3 5 5 - 2.92E+00 1.87E+00 5.48 3.59 2.65E+00 1.79E+00 5.32 4.42

28 3 6 4 - 4.54E+00 2.85E+00 8.27 13.82 4.22E+00 2.73E+00 7.96 15.36
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