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PREFACE

Due to the high degree of nonlinearity and complexity encountered
in many modern trajectory optimization problems, there has been a great
need for, and consequently, a great upsurge of interest in the development
and application of various numerical optimization techniques in recent
years. Utilization of the capabilities of high speed digital computers
has resulted in solutions to problems which a few short years ago were
considered too cumbersome or difficult to solve.

Although numerical techniques have been successfully applied in
solving a wide class of optimization problems, occasionally someone fails
to optimize a particular dynamical system by the use of a particular
optimization technique. This failure can occur in several ways depending
upon the technique used and the particular problem, but usually an investi-
gation of the failure is not attempted. As a result, there is very little
information presently available in the literature concerning ways in which
numerical optimization techniques can fail in application to dynamical
systems. The need for such information is obvious.

This thesis is a study of one particular mmerical optimization
technique known as the Method of Adjoint Systems. This method is developed
and applied to a particular dynamical system in order to determine the effects
of incorrect problem formulation. Through the properties of adjoint systems,
a relationship between the effects of a conjugate point in the trajectory

and a failure in the method is derived.
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ABSTRACT ' 1 3 7

This thesis is concerned with the ways in which the Method of
Adjoint Systems can fail to determine optimal trajectories.

The Method of Adjoint Systems is developed and applied to the
solution of the two-point boundary value problem arising from the first
necessary conditions for an optimal trajectory. A specific dynamical
system is analyzed and various forms of incorrect problem formulation
are considered in order to investigate the effects on the Method of
Adjoint Systems.

The sufficiency conditions for a weak minimum are established and
the Matrix Riccati Equation is shown to evolve from the requirement that
the second variation be positive for a minimum. The effects of a conjugate
point in the nominal trajectory on the solution of the guidance optimization
problem are established through the solution to the Matrix Riccati Equation.

It is shown that the Matrix Riccati Equation can be solved by
reducing it to two linear systems of differential equations, which in
partitioned form are adjoint to a system of linear differential equations
used in the implementation of the computational algorithm of the Method of
Adjoint Systems. Through the properties of adjoint systems, a relationship
is established which indicates a connection between a breakdown in the
Method of Adjoint Systems due to the singularity of a matrix which must

be inverted and the presence of a conjugate point in the nominal trajectory

fuTler

at the initial time.
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The following list tabulates all significant symbols used in the
main text. Each symbol is accompanied by a brief description and the

equation number where the symbol is first introduced.

Matrices:
The matrix size is indicated in the statement immediately follow-

ing the symbol. The following specific indices are used.

n - the number of state varlables
m - the number of control variables

q -  the number of terminal constraint
relations

T - the number of initial constraint
relations

A 2n x 2n matrix of partial derivatives (3.12)
I n xn or 2n x 2n identity matrix (3.21)
J n x n matrix of constants (5.69)

K n X n matrix solution of the Matrix
Riccati Equation (5.55)

N n X n matrix used in solving the Matrix
Riccati Equation (5.39)

T n X n matrix used in solving the Matrix
Riccati Equation (5.43)

\' n x n matrix of feed-back gains (5.61)

W n X n matrix solution of the Matrix
Riccati Equation (5.5 )
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n X n matrix equivalent of the
Matrix Riccati Equation

n x n matrix used in solving the
Matrix Riccati Equation

2n x (n+l) matrix of partial derivatives
resulting from n+l backward integrations
of the 2n vector of adjoint equations

n X n matrix of partial derivatives of the
Hamiltonian with respect to the control

n x n matrix used to require that the second
variation be positive

n x n matrix used to require that the second
variation be positive

2n x 2n fundamental matrix of the adjoint
equations '

(5.12)

(5.13)

(3.30)

(5.15)

(5.17)

(5.17)
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Vectors:
All vectors are column vectors unless otherwise noted.

Vector size is indicated in the statement immediately following

the symbol.

i n vector of state variables (2.7)
F 2n vector of state and Euler-Lagrange

variable derivatives (2.41)

n vector of initial constraint relations (3.3)
h n+l vector of terminal constraint relétions (3.2)
dh n+l vector of terminal dissatisfaction

change (3.24)
L r vector of initial state constraints (2.5)
M q vector of terminal state constraints (2.6 )
u m vector of control variables (2.4)
X n vector of state variables (2.7)
X n vector of neighboring state variables (2.27)
z 2n vector of state variables and

Euler-Lagrange variables (2.39)
€ n arbitrary vector (5.36)
A n vector of time dependent Lagrange

multipliers (2.8)
A 2n vector of adjoint variables (3.15)
U r vector of constant Lagrange

multipliers (2.10)
v q vector of constant Lagrange multipliers (2.9)
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change of the state variable x3(t) (4.1)
E the Weierstrass E-function (2.27)
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H the Variational Hamiltonian (2.11)
I auxiliary functional to be
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The flight mechanics engineer today is often faced with the problem
of optimizing the dynamic performance of various vehicles and systems.
The optimization problem consists of two parts which are usually considered
as separate problems. The first is the trajectory optimization problem;
the second is the guidance optimization problem.

The trajectory optimization problem (or open-loop problem) consists
of determining certain input variables (controls) required to optimize
some index of performance of the system subject to (1) nonlinear differential
equations of state and (2) initial and terminal state constraints. The
problem may be formulated in Mayer form in which the differential equations
of state and the initial and terminal state constraints are adjoined to the
performance index by the use of Lagrange multipliers. This formulation
yields a functional which is to be optimized. This type of problem can be
readily handled by the techniques of the Calculus of Variations. The
variational approach to the optimization problem yields a two-point boundary
value problem whose solution is the solution to the trajectory optimization
problem.

Because of model inaccuracies, disturbances of the system, etc.,
the control (as computed from the two-point boundary value problem) may
not be optimal. Thus, a guidance optimization problem must be faced.
Many of the results obtained in the trajectory optimization problem have
direct counterparts in guidance optimization. The guidance optimization

problem consists of correcting the open-loop control to account for small



errors in the trajectory. Guidance optimization is usually achieved
by the use of a linear feed-back control system which continually
corrects the open-loop control program. However, before a guidance
scheme can be devised, the trajectory optimization problem must be
solved. Therefore, the solution of the variational two-point boundary

value problem is the main topic considered in this thesis.

Numerical Trajectory Optimization

The two-point boundary value problem resulting from the variational
approach to the trajectory optimization problem is characterized by
the Euler-Lagrange differential equations and the differential equations
of state (usually nonlinear). Analytic solutions to the boundary value
problem are in most cases impossible because of the nonlinearity of the
equations involved. Thus, in the course of solving many trajectory
optimization problems, it is necessary to use some type of numerical
technique which can be implemented on a digital computer. Several numerical
techniques have been developed in recent years. These techniques, usually
classified by the approach taken to the optimization problem, are divided
into two groups. These groups are (1) direct methods and (2) indirect
methods. Direct methods employ gradient techniques which successively
improve non-optimal solutions, while indirect methods employ techniques
for solving the two-point boundary value problem arising from a calculus
of variations approach to the optimization problem.

The engineer, in seeking a numerical solution to a particular
optimization problem, must decide which of the various numerical techniques
tn

imizé a particular

1Mo
[N Sw 2wy



dynamic system. Many engineering man-hours and hours of computer time
are wasted when a numerical technique is applied unsuccessfully to a
particular problem. There is a clear need for criteria by which a
specific optimization technique can be chosen for use in the solution
of a particular problem or class of problems. At the present time
such criteria co not exist. When an optimization scheme breaks down or
fails to solve a particular problem, one of two procedures is usually
followed: (1) another numerical technique is tried or (2) the problem
is labeled ''ill behaved" or 'not correctly formulated' and is filed
away or forgotten. Usually no attempt is made to discover the reason
for the failure. Consequently, the reasons for breakdown in most numerical
optimization techniques are unknown.

Recently, studies of the failure of the Steepest Ascent Method
(a direct method) to optimize particular dynamical systems were under-
taken by Dr. W. T. Fowler and Mr. Gary J. Lastman at The University of
Texas. These studies have indicated that breakdown can occur in three
distinct ways which can be related to the way in which the problem was
formulated. The modes of failure in the method were found to involve
(1) constrained performance indices, (2) constrained uncontrollable
state variables, and (3) performance indices which were uncontrollable
variables. In addition, it was found that the Steepest Ascent Method
would break down for certain dynamical systems due to certain guessed
control programs. This mode of failure, however, is believed to be

peculiar to the Steepest Ascent Method.



Encouraged by the results of the analysis of failure of the Steepest
Ascent Method, it was decided that a similar analysis should be made of
other numerical optimization techniques. The technique chosen for study
in this thesis is an indirect method known as the Method of Adjoint Systems.
The method is an iterative technique used to solve the variational two-

point boundary value problem.

The Method of Adjoint Systems

In 1956, Goodman and Lance (Ref.l) proposed a numerical technique
for converting a two-point boundary value problem into an initial value
problem by the use of an adjoint system of differential equations. In
1962, Jurovics and McIntyre (Ref. 2) extended this earlier work to include
problems with one unknown boundary. The boundary value problem with one
unknown boundary is a form of the variational boundary value problem but
is quite restricted. In 1964, Jazwinski (Ref. 3) extended the scheme to
include problems in which the initial and temminal boundary conditions are
general functions of the problem variables and thus permitted the treat-
ment of a general Mayer form of the trajectory optimization problem.
Jazwinski's scheme will be referred to throughout this thesis as the
Method of Adjoint Systems.

In addition to the method for obtaining open-loop control programs,
Jazwinski proposed a feed-back control scheme to solve the guidance
optimization problem in which feed-back gains could be obtained from the
results of the open-loop control problem. This feed-back control scheme
is simpler and requires fewer integrations of an equivalent set of equations

than the method proposed by Breakwell, Speyer, and Bryson (Ref. 4).



In considering the guidance optimization problem, Jazwinski
mentions the fact that his feed-back control scheme can yield infinite
gains for certain systems which will cause the scheme to fail. Breakwell
(Ref. 4) points out that a conjugate point in the trajectory will result
in infinite gains in his guidance scheme. However, no explanation is
given of how the numerical trajéctory optimization scheme used to ottain
the open-loop control could fail. A search of the literature on optimal
control theory reveals very little information concerning modes of failure

of the trajectory optimization schemes currently in use.

The Purpose of the Investigation

The purpose of this investigation is to determine the ways in
which the Method of Adjoint Systems can break down, and hence fail to
determine the open-loop control programs for particular dynamical systéms.
In Chapter II the formulation of the trajectory optimization
problem will be reviewed. The first necessary conditions for an optimal
trajectory and the Legendre-Clebesch condition for a weak relative
minimum will be derived. The two-point variational boundary value problem
will be formed from the necessary conditions and the equations of state.
In Chapter IIT the Method of Adjoint Systems will be reviewed and a
discussion given of its application in the solution of the two-point
boundary value problem for the most general case in which some of the values
of the state variables and Lagrange multipliers are unknown initially and
the initial and terminal time are unknown. In Chapter IV areas of hreakdown

and the computational algorithm due to incorrect problem formulation will



be discussed with specific examples to illustrate each type of breakdown.
In Chapter V the effects of a conjugate point in the trajectory will be
investigated. Effects of a conjugate point on the guidance optimization
problem will be looked into with the purpose of gaining some insight
into the effects on the trajectory optimization problem and subsequently,
the Method of Adjoint Systems. It is hoped that the invéstigation will
provide, in some measure, usable criteria by which the Method of Adjoint
Systems can be chosen or rejected as an optimization scheme for specific
problems. It is also hoped that the investigation will provide guide-
lines by which studies of the failure of other numerical optimization

schemes can follow.



CHAPTER II
THE TRAJECTORY OPTIMIZATION PROBLEM

Vector and Matrix Partial Derivative Notation

Extensive use will be made of vector and matrix forms of functions

and their partial derivatives throughout this thesis without special

—

mention. The following convention will be observed concerning partial

derivatives. The n-vector of partial derivatives of a quantity f(x,u,t)

with respect to a vector x is denoted by either f, or %% . If fis
an m-dimensional column vector, i.e. fT = [f1 ces fm] then fx implies
the following matrix.
axl an
€ = . .
£ . . (2.1)
5?; 3X
- -

If £ is a scalar function of the form f(xl... Xps Yqooe yh) then

f_  is defined as

X
of of
£ = o = (2.2)
X [Bxl an]

and fxy is defined as



— —
2% 2%
axlayl axlayh
T
. 3 |of - ' :
fky = 3?'[%%] = . . (2.3)
S S L
axnayl axnaym
A row vector will be written as Gl = [g1 . gn] while a 1 x n

matrix will be written without the transpose sign, i.e., K = [k1 ces kn]

Statement of the Problem

The problem to be considered is that of determining the m-vector
of nominal open-loop control variables u*(t) which will cause a general
scalar performance index of the form

t
I = Glxgty +f Q(x,u,t) dt (2.4)
to
to be an extremum in the time interval, ty sttt subject to the

following constraints: (1) an r-vector of initial state constraints,
L(xo,to) = 0 (2.5)
(2) a g-vector of terminal state constraints,
M(Xf, tf) = 0 (2.6)

and



(3) the n first order, nonlinear, ordinary differential equations of

state

x(t) = f(x,u,t) (2.7)

It is required that r <n and q < 2n - r + 2

Assumptions
In considering the problem stated, the following assumptions will be
made.
(1) The problem is deterministic, i.e., the state variables are
known exactly at each point along the trajectory in the time interval
toi t <t
(2) The n-vector function, f(x,u,t), in Equation (2.7) is at least
twice differentiable with respect to the state and control variables.
(3) The time rate of change of the state variables, x(t), is

continuous in the interval of interest.

The Necessary Conditions for an Optimal Trajectory

The initial constraints in Equation (2.5), the terminal constraints
in Equation (2.6), and the differential equations of state in Equation (2.7)

may be adjoined to the performance index in Equation (2.4) as follows

™ T
I = G(_xf,tf) + v M(xf’tf) + u L(xo,to) +
(2.8)

t,
¥
. f [ﬂ(:{,u,t) (1) [F(x,u,t) - )'c(t)]] dt
't
o



10

where v is a q-vector of constant multipliers, u 1is an r-vector of
constant multipliers, and A(t) is an n-vector of time varying Lagrange
multipliers.

The functional I may be written in a more compact form by defining

the following scalar quantitics

P o= Glxpty) + ol Mxg,te) (2.9)
T

R = ! Lxg,ty) (2.10)

H = Q(x,u,t) + AL(t) £(x,u,t) (2.11)

where H is referred to as the Variational Hamiltonian. Thus, the

functional I may be written as

tf

I = P(xf,tf,v) + R(xo,to,u) + .,. -(H(x,x,u,t) - xTi) dt (2.12)
%o
The problem written in this form is generally referred to in the literature
as the Bolza form of the optimization problem.
Following Bolza (Ref. 5), the functional I may be expanded in a
Taylor's series about some nominal trajectory to yield

!

' 1 K] 1 1y
dli = d1I+ 2T-d I+ 3T d I+... (2.13)

If deviations from the nominal trajectory are assumed to be small,
the Taylor's series expansion may be truncated after the first two temms,

and the total variation in I becomes



11

dl 2dTI+5d T (2.14)

In order that I be an extremum in the interval of interest, it
is required that d'I, the first variation of I, be equal to zero and
that d"I, the second variation, be greater than zero for a minimum or
less than zero for a maximum. Thus for a minimum, the following conditions
are requirced.

d IT=0 (2.15)

1
d I>0 (2.16)

Equation (2.15) is referred to as the ﬁirst Necessary Condition,
and Equations (2.15) and (2.16) together are referred to as Sufficient
Conditions for a minimum. It is pointed out in Ref. 6 that in most
physical problems, the nature of the problem and the solution obtained leave
no doubt as to the nature of the extremum. Thus, consideration of the
full second variation, which is quite complex, is usually not necessary.

It must be mentioned, however, that as the problems considered become more
complex, it becomes difficult to rely upon the nature of the problem and
the tyve of solution obtained by the first variation alone to insure that
a maximum or a minimum performance index has been obtained. This point
will be discussed further in a later chapter dealing with conjugate points.

The full expansion of the first variation of the functional I in
Equation (2.12) is given in Appendix A. The resulting equation, given by

Equation (A.20), is
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_ ) T
d1I = (Pt+H)|tf dte + (R, H)ltf dty + (P -2 )Itf dxe +

T
+ +A dx, + P dv + R du + 2.17
(Ry )|t0 0 v,tf v ultf . (2.17)
te te te
+ f (1, +3T) 6xdt + f a1, -x") sadt + f (H)) sudt
% % to
The vanishing of the first variation requires that if dxf, dtO,

de, dtf, dv, du, éx, 81, and u are independent variations, then

each term in Equation (2.17) must vanish separately. The conditions
which result from the vanishing of the terms outside the integrals in
Equation (2.17) containing initial and terminal variations in the state
and time are referred to as the transversality conditions. The trans-
versality conditions yield the following conditions which must be satis-
fied at the end points of the trajectory.

At the initial boundary
M ® + AT)|t0 dx(ty) = 0 (2.18)

(2) (Rt - H)|to dto = 0 (2.19)
At the terminal boundary

T =
(3) (Px - )|tf dx(tf) = 0 (2.20)

(4) (P, + H)|tf dte = 0 (2.21)
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The conditions which result from the vanishing of the terms
containing the variations in the constant multipliers u and v at the initial
and terminal time are referred to as the constraint conditions and are given
by the following relations.

At the initial boundary

(5) R l dv = 0 (2.22)
ule

-~

At the terminal boundary
(6) P I dv = 0 (2.23)
v
te

In order that the integral quantities in Equation (2.17) vanish
along the trajectory, the fundamental Lemma of the calculus of variations,
(Ref. 7), requires that each of the coefficients of éx, 6\, and éu equal
zero. The vanishing of these coefficients yields the following equations

which must be satisfied at each point along the trajectory.
(1) %(t) = HL(x,0,u,t) = £(x,u,t) (2.26)

This equation is the n-vector of differential equations of state

given in the statement of the problem.
(8) A(t) = -Hy(x,,u,t) (2.25)

This is the classical set of Euler-Lagrange equations and A(t) is an

n-vector function of time.
T -
(9 H,(x,a,u,t) = 0 (2.26)

This equation is known as the optimality condition and Hu is an

m-vector function of time.
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liquations (2.18) through (2.26) are known collectively as the first
necessary conditions and must be satisfied in order that T bc an extremum
in the interval of interest.
The Legendre-Clebesch Condition

In addition to the first necessary conditions for I to bc an extremum,
thesis that the extremum be a weak relative
minimum throughout the interval of intercst.

It is proved in Ref. 5 that if T is to take on a strong minirum value
in the interval of interest, the necessary condition of Weierstrass must
hbe satisfied. This condition requires that if a trajectory x(t), where
x(t) is continuous in [tO,th, affords a minimum to I relative to all
neighboring trajectorics X(t), where i(t) is piece-wise continuous in

[to,tf], joining its end points, the following inequality must be satisfied.
E(x,x,X,t) > 0 (2.27)

The function E(x,x,X,t) is called the Weierstrass E-function, and

is defined as
E(x,x,X,t) = F(x,X,t) - F(x,X,t) - F: (X-X) (2.28)

It may be shown that for weak variations in which |X-x|< ¢,

where € is an arbitrarily small quantity, the E-function reduces to
E(x,X,X,t) = - Fy(X-X) (2.29)
The functions F(x,x,t) and F(x,i,t) are defined as

F(x,%,t) = A (t) (F(x,u,t) - X(t)) =0, (2.30)



and
F(x,X,t) = AL(t) (£(x,U,t) - X(t)) = O (2.31)
From the definition of the Hamiltonian, Equation (2.29) may be written as
E(x,%,X,t) = H(x,2,U,t) - H(x,\,u,t) (2.32)

Letting U = u + éu, H(x,A,U,t) may be expanded in a Taylor's series about
u and for small éu, the series may be truncated after the first two

terms to yield

° 2 1 T
E(x,x,X,t) » H+ Hu u + > su Huu su - H (2.33)

Fulfillment of the optimality condition in Equation (2.26) reduces
Equation (2.33) to

%- sul H,, 6u >0 (2.34)

The quadratic form of Equation (2.34) requires that Hou be a nonsingular

positive definite matrix. The requirement that the relation

Huu > 0 (Positive definite) (2.35)

holds true in the interval of interest is referred to as the Legendre-
Clebesch condition. This condition is necessary in order that I be a weak

relative minimum in the interval of interest.

The Two-Point Boundary Value Problem

The differential equations of state (Equation (2.24)) and the Fuler-

Lagrange equations (Equation (2.25)) constitute a set of first order,
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nonlinear, ordinary differential equations in temms of the variables X,
A,u, and t.

The optimality condition (Equation 2.26) may be used to solve for
the m optimal control variables in temms of the Lagrange multipliers and

the independent variable time yielding an m-vector equation of the form
u(t) = u(a,t) (2.36)

Equation (2.36) may be used to eliminate the control variables from

Equations (2.24) and (2.25) yielding

x(t)

H) (x,2,t) (@2.37)

A -Hi(x,k,t) | (2.38)
Equation (2.37) and (2.38) may be combined into an ordinary, first order,
nonlinear vector differential equation containing Zh elements by defining

. T T,.«
a new variable, z(t) such that x (t) = [zl... zn] and A7 (t) = [zn+l“'22n]'
The variable may be written as ’

2T = T AT (2.39)

In view of Equation (2.39), Equations (2.37) and (2.38) written in parti-

tioned fom i.e.,

(2.40)

become
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2(t) = F(z(t),t) (2.41)

where F(z(t),t) is defined as the right-hand side of Equation (2.40).
The boundary conditions imposed on Equation (2.41) are as follows:
1) r conditions arising at t, from Equation (2.22),i.e.,
Ru t, du = 0. From the definition of R in Equation (2.10),
this relation requires that L(xo,to) du = 0 but L(xO,t0)= 0
from Equation (2.5), thus yielding r conditions on the state
variables at ty- Thus, du does not necessarily vanish
because the initial constraints must be satisfied.
2) n - r conditions arising at to from Equation (2.18), i.e.,
(R.x + ATS tg dx(to) = 0. There are r conditions specified
initially on the state variables, thus r of the dx(to)
will equal zero leaving n - r unspecified state variations
which yield n - r initial conditions on the Lagrange
multipliers.

3) 1 condition arising at ty from Equation (2.19), i.e.,

(R, - H)ltO dt, = 0. If the initial time is specified,
the equation is identically satisfied. If the initial time
is unspecified, then the condition implies that the scalar
function (Rt - H)itO is equal to zero resulting in one
initial condition on the Lagrange multipliers.

4) q conditions arising at te from Equation (2.23), i.e., -
Pvltf dv = 0. From the definition of P, this condition
requires that M(xf,tf) dv = 0. But M(xf,tf) = 0 from
Equation (2.6) resulting in q temminal conditions on the

state variables. Thus dv does not necessarily vanisl

because the terminal constraints must be satisfied.
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5) n - q conditions arising at te from Equation (2.20), i.e.,

(P, - AT) dx(t.) = 0. The q terminal conditions
X te f

specified on the state variables require that q of the
dx(tf) equal zero thus leaving n - q unspecified state
variations yielding n - q terminal conditions on the
Lagrange multipliers.

6) 1 condition arising at te from Equation (2.21), i.e.,

(Pt + H) dtf = 0. If the terminal time is known the

t
equation ig identically satisfied. If the terminal time is
unspecified, then the scalar function (Pt + H)Itf must
equal zero resulting in one terminal condition on the Lagrange
multipliers.

Thus, there are n - r + 1 initial and n - q + 1 terminal conditions
resulting in 2n - q - r + 2 conditions imposed upon the Lagrange multipliers.
There are r initial and q terminal conditions resulting in r + q conditions
imposed on the state variables. A total of 2n + 2 conditions are imposed
upon Equation (2.41). In the most general variational two-point boundary
value problem, there are 2n unknown variables to be determined and the
initial time and final time are unspecified, thus requiring 2n + 2 boundary
conditions to obtain a solution.

In the problems considered in this thesis, it will be assumed that
the initial time is known. The optimization problem, with the initial time
given, may thus be reduced to a two-point variational boundary value problem
with n boundary conditions at ty and n + 1 boundary conditions at te. The
solution of this boundary value problem by the Method of Adjoint Systems

will be considered in Chapter IITI.



CHAPTER 111
THE METHOD OF ADJOINT SYSTEMS

The solution of the two-point boundary value problem consisting of

2n first order ordinary nonlinear differential equations of the form
2(t) = F(z(t),t) (3.1)

subject to n initial boundary conditions at some unknown initial time,
ty» and n+l boundary conditions at some unknown terminal time, te, is
often far from simple. Except for the simplest cases, an analytic solution
of the problem can not be obtained due to the nonlinearity of the
differential equations involved. Numerical integration also presents a
problem. In order to numerically integrate the 2n differential equations
in Equation (3.1), 2n values of the variables z(t) are required at some
time t in the interval [to,tf]. However, in the variational two-point
boundary value problem, there are only n values of z(t) known at the
initial time. Thus, in order to obtain a solution to Equation (3.1), an
iterative technique must be employed.

The Method of Adjoint Systems, proposed by Jazwinski (Ref. 3)
is such an iterative technique. The procedure used in the method is as
follows. The n initial values of z(t), i.e. z(to), which are unknown
are guessed. These guessed values are used with tﬁe n specified values
of Z(to) to integrate Equation (3.1). A reference solution or nominal
trajectory is thus obtained. Linear perturbations about this nominal
trajectory are used in conjunction with an adjoint system of equations to

obtain a better estimate of the initial values of the n unknown variables.
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The Nominal Trajectory

The n+l terminal boundary conditions arising from the trans-
versality conditions (Equations (2.20) and (2.21))and the teminal constraints

(Equation (2.23))may be written as
h(zg,tp) = 0 (3.2)

The n initial boundary conditions arising from the transversality
conditions (Equation (2.18))and the initial constraints(Equation (2.22)) may

be written as
g(ZO’tO) = 0 (3.3

The n initial values of z(t) are guessed and used with Equation
(3.3) to numerically integrate Equation (3.1) from t, to some guessed
terminal time t; . The nominal variables, z*(t), may be stored at each
integration step.

The nominal trajectory thus obtained will approximate the true
trajectory if the n unknown values of z*(to) were guessed sufficiently
Close to the true values of z(to). The true trajectory is defined as
the trajectory which satisfied Equations (3.2) and (3.3) at the end points

and Equation (3.1) in the interval [to,tf].

Linear Perturbations about the Nominal Trajectory

In general the nominal trajectory will not satisfy the terminal
boundary conditions in Equation (3.2), i.e. h(z*(tf),tz) # 0. However,
a sufficiently close guess of z(to) will yield nominal variables ,z*(tL

which differ little from the true variables, z(t), along the trajectory.



21

The difference between the true and nominal trajectories is defined

as
*
sz(t) = z(t) -z (t) (3.9)
The solution to the original differential equation, given by
z(t) = r(z(v),1), (3.5)

will be assumed to have been obtained when 8z(t) is made as small as
desired.

Equation (3.4) may be differentiated to obtain
. . X
sz(t) = z(t) -z (t) (3.6)
In view of Equation (3.5), Equation (3.6) becomes
. .*
8z(t) = F(z(t),t) - z (t) 3.7
Equations (3.4) and (3.5) may be combined to yield
L] *
z(t) = F(z(t),t) = F(z (t) + éz(1),t) (3.8)

*
The function F(z (t) + 8z(t),t) may be expanded in a Taylor's series
®
about the nominal trajectory, z (t), at each point in time, and assuming
that 6z(t) is small, the series may be truncated after the linear terms

yielding
* ] oF *
E(z (t) + 6z(t),t) x F(z (1),t) +|5-| 6z(t) (3.9)

In view of Equation (3.5), the differential equation of the nominal

trajectory is
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z (t) =

*
F(z (t),t)

22

(3.10)

Thus, from Equations (3.7), (3.8), (3.9), and (3.10), the linear pertur-

bation equation becomes

§2(t) =

where

—
ML
1
1]

Letting A(t)

§z(t)

*
%1;. ] 52 (t)

3F
3z

A(t) 6z(t)

where éz(to) is given by

Gz(to) =

*
J , Equation (3.11) may be written as

(3.11)

(3.12)

It is shown in Ref. 3 that if Huu is nonsingular, the 2n + 2n

matrix, A(t) can be expressed as

A(t) =

-1
Hxx'HAuHuuHux

(3.13)
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Defining
_ ) -1
A11 - Hxx qu Huu Hux ’
AL, =-H Hlph
12 AU uu - ux ’
A, =-H_+H. H1lH and
21 XX XU uu ux ?
T -1
App = -Ayy = - Hyy +Ho Hop Hy o

the linear perturbation equation (Equation (3.12)) may be expressed as

_ , -
Alp L A
[ ] l
6i(t) = |-t 52(t) (3.14)
[} T Lo
A E Al

The requirement that Huu be nonsingular is the Legendre-Clebesch
Condition derived in Chapter II. It should be noted that this condition
eliminates from consideration dynamical systems in which H is linear

in control.

The Adjoint System

A system of differential equations adjoint to Equation (3.14) may

be defined as

At) = - AT(e) AQe) (3.15)

Premultiplying Equation (3.14) by AT(t) and postmultiplying the transpose
of Equation (3.15) by 6z(t) and adding the resulting equations yields
the following important relationship between a linear system and its

adjoint systemni.
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ATet) s2(t) + AL(t) sz(t) = 0 (3.16)
Noting that
T 0w e = AW edm + i) s, (3.17)

the following relation exists from Equation (3.16)

1T 2] = o (3.18)
From Equation (3.18), it is evident that

M sz = aTiey szt = aT(ep 52 (t ) (3.19)

Equation (3.18) is one of the several important relationships between
a linear system and its adjoint developed in Ref. 8.
The solution of the adjoint system, given in Equation (3.15), may be

expressed in temms of the fundamental matrix of the system, wl(t,tf), as

A(t) = wl(t,tf) A(tf) (3.20)

The 2nx2n fundamental matrix is the solution of the matrix differential

equation
(e = - Al (.t (3.21)

with the initial condition wl(tf,tf) = I where I is the 2nx2n identity
matrix (Ref. 8). From Equation (3.18) and the transpose of Equation (3.20),

it is seen that

AT(tf) [w{(t,tf) s2(t) - 62(t)] = 0 (3.22)
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It is noted that the vector Ar(t) can not identically vanish in [to,tf]
because if this occurs, the trivial solution is obtained in view of the
linear vector equation (Equation (3.20)). Zero 1is a trivial solution and
thus it must be required that AT(t) # 0 for all tp< t <te. In view of this

requirement, Equation (3.22) becomes

_ T
&z(tf\ = wl(t,tf) sz (t) (3.23)

4

It was noted earlier that the nominal solution of Equation (3.1)
in general fails to satisfy the terminal boundary conditions h(zf,tf) = 0.

The dissatisfaction in the terminal boundary conditions is given by
* *
[h(z(tg),ty) - hz (t),tr] = - th

In order to obtain a solution to the boundary value problem, it is
necessary to drive this dissatisfaction to zero. The dissatigfaction
would not exist if the true initial values of the n unknown z(t) variables
were known. Thus, driving the terminal dissatisfaction to zero amounts
to improving the guessed z*(to) until Gz(to) = 0. The relationship
which exists between the linear perturbation equations and the adjoint
system of equations provides the components necessary to construct a
computational algorithm for successively improving the guessed initial

values of z(t).

The Computational Algorithm

The terminal boundary conditions in Equation (3.2) may be perturbed

about the nominal terminal boundary conditions to obtain

w0 & _fan ]t e Mn " -
dh{z t),t) Lé—_' dz (tf) + L«a—-i-jlt d tf (3.24)
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*
where dh is an n+l vector of the change in the dissatisfaction

*
of partial derivatives, and [?%{] is an n+l vector of partial deriva-
t
f

%
s ] . .
of the terminal boundary conditions. [%%] is an (n+1)x2n matrix
te
tives.
In the problem being considered, the terminal time is unknown
and allowance must be made for possible variations in 2z(t) due to temminal

time variations., A first order approximation of the variation in z(t)

due to variations of the terminal time, (Ref. 9),is given as
x * . % *
8z (tf) = dz (tf) + z(tf) dtf (3.25)

Substitution of Equation (3.25) into Equation (3.24) yields

* * * *
* _ 1oh * 3h dz * sh *
f f f f
However, the time rate of change in the terminal boundary conditions is

[

and Equation (3.26) becomes

an' = (oh t e e at: (3.27
- 5‘2‘ 8z \tf) (h)tf tf (S )

te
Substitution of Equation (3.23) into Equation (3.27) yields

h*— ah*T * }.1* d*
di = g5z vp(ttp sz(e) + ( )tf te (3.28)

Now the fundamental matrix differential equation (Equation (3.21))

T
may be postmultiplied by [ég:]* to yield
T te
i

2
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wl(t tf) [ ] = - A (t)lbl(t tf) l: ] (3'29)

T
sh |
f>[] - [#]
te
If o(t) is defined as
6(t) =w1(t,t [ ] (3.30)

where 6(t) is a 2nx(n+1) matrix, Equation (3.29) may be replaced by

B(t) = - AL(t) e(v),

'\
o - [2
t

(3.31)

t
*
Equation (3.31) is integrated from te to t, to obtain e(to).
Substitution of Equation (3.30) into the perturbed equations for the

change in the dissatisfaction in h i.e., Equation (3.28), yields
* T . * *
dh = o7(t) sz(t) + (h)t dtf (3.32)
f
At the initial time, Equation (3.32) becomes
ot ),  dt. 3.33
d= ety exlrg) ¢+ (), dg (3.33)

Letting ( )l denote the known variables and ( )2 the unknown variables,

the matrix e(to) may be partitioned as

eT(to) - [e'{ (ty) :eg (ty)] (3.34)
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The 2n 6z(t) vector may be partitioned as
)
Gz(to) I B S 0 (3.35)

Thus, Equation (3.33) may be written as

* T T . R *
dh = Bl(to) Gzl(to) + ez(to) ézz(to) + (h)tf dtf (3.36)

Rearranging, Equation (3.36) becomes

T . 522(t9) * T
[ez(to) . (h)t ] "'";' = [dh - el(to) Gzl(to)] (3-37)
f dtf
T . . Sz,(tpdl
where [ez(to) . (h)t ] isan (n + 1) x (n + 1) matrix, B is
f dt
an (n + 1) x 1 vector, and [dh" - )(ty) 8z,(ty) ] is an £
o« %
(n + 1) x 1 vector. Provided that [eg(tﬂ) . (h)t ] is nonsingular,
f
Equation (3.37) yields
8z,(t,) C kL %
-—3-;9_| = oty : (W 170 1" - el(ey) 6z,(t)] (3.38)
dtf—' f

The desired changes in the temminal boundary conditions may be

specified as the terminal boundary conditions multiplied by a scaling

constant given as
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* * *®
dhi(z (tf),tf) = -k hi(z tf),tf*) where

(3.39)
0 <k. <1 i=1,...,n+1)

where the ki are scaling constants. With the desired changes thus
specified, Equation (3.38) may be solved for the n initial variations

*
Gzz(to) and the variation in the terminal time, dtf . An improved nominal

*®
trajectory is obtained by improving the gucssed variables z (to) and

*
guessed terminal time te as
* * *
te new _ te old | dtf calculated (3.40)
& hew « 01d calculated
z (to) = z (to) + dz(to) (3.41)

Equation (3.38), resulting from the preceding development of
the computational algorithm, was derived for the two-point boundary value
problem in which the temminal time was unknown and r of the n state
variables were specified by L(xo,to) = 0. For r < n, the guessed
z*(to) consists of guessed initial state variables and Lagrange muitipliers.
Gzz(to) is composed of r initial state variations and 2n-r variations
of the initial values of the Lagrange multipliers.

There are less general cases of the two-point boundary value

problem which result in a simplified version of Equation (3.38). These are:

Case 1: n Initial State Constraints Specified

In this case, n initial state constraints are specified
in Equation (2.5), i.e. L(xj,ty) consists of n equations in n
values of the elements of the x(to) vector, and Equations (3.34) and (3.35)

may be written as



30

eT(to) - [exT(tO) : eI(tO) ] (3.42)
s2(t) = ffEEQ) (3.43)
0 X

61 (t,)

Sa(t,) o -
5 = el ¢ (), 17 [an’) (3.44)
dt:f f

The unknown initial variables which must be guessed consists entirely

*
of the Lagrange multipliers A (to).

Case 2: Final Time Specified

If the final time is specified, Equation (3.27) becomes

* %h * *
dh = [-57 . 8z (tf) (3.45)
£ *

3h
3z

] is an (nx2n) matrix of partial
t
derivatives. For fixed finaf time problems, Equation (3.38)

where, in this case, [

reduces to
s2y(tg) = [o5(t]7! (" - 6](t) sz,(ty) ] (3.46)

where Gzz(to) is an nx1 vector, eg(to) is an nxn matrix,

and [dh® - 01(ty) 6z)(ty) 1 is an nxl vector.
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Case 3: Fixed Final Time and n State Constraints Specified

This case is a combination of the first two cases. In
this case,Equation (3.46) becomes
T -1 *
Gx(to) = [ex(to) ] [dh] (3.47)

For the general case of Equation (3.38), it is pointed out in
Ref. 3 that the improved nominal trajectory obtained by the computational
algorithm presented will come closer to satisfying the terminal boundary
conditions in Equation (3.2) than the old solution. The improved values
of the unknown variables z*(to) and the unknown terminal time fromv
Equations(3.40) and (3.41) are used as new guessed values of these variables
and the process is repeated until the dissatisfaction in the terminal
constraints can be made as small as desired, i.e. |ah| <€ .

If for any given iteration ah increases, the scaling constants,
ki’ are reduced until a new nominal trajectory is obtained which is
better than the old one. It is pointed out in Ref. 3 that the convergence
characteristics of the Method of Adjoint Systems are extremely good for
sufficiently good guesses of the initial values of the unknown variables.

There are conditions under which the Method of Adjoint Systems
will break down in application. An examination of Equation (3.38)
reveals that if the matrix which must be inverted is singular the method
will fail. Another trouble spot exists if the guessed values of the
unknown variables are not sufficiently close to the true values. The
linear perturbation assumptions made in deriving the computational algorithm
would not be valid if this were to happen. These and other areas of break-

in the hod of Adjoint Systems will be explorced in the i
down the Method of Adjoint Sy 115 plored in the following

A e a WA

chapters.



CHAPTER 1V
BREAKDOWNS IN THE METHOD OF ADJOINT SYSTEMS DUE TO
INCORRECT PROBLEM FORMULATION

The Method of Adjoint Systems, derived in Chapter III, has proven
in application to be a powerful numerical technique for solving a wide
class of optimization problems which were considered too difficult or
cumbersome prior to the development of the high speed digital computer.
However, as in any numerical technique, the method can fail when applied
to certain problems. In some cases, the failure is due to the singularity
of the matrix which must be inverted in Equation (3.38). This matrix
should be nonsingular on each iteration in the iteration sequence. If the
matrix becomes singular, the problem is usually labeled as not correctly
formulated. What constitutes an ill-behaved or incorrectly formulated
two-point boundary value problem and how it relates to a failure of the
Method of Adjoint Systems is not clear. Clarification of whaf constitutes

an incorrectly formulated problem will be explored in the following sections.

Conditions for a Well Posed Variational Boundary Value Problem

In any boundary value problem, the boundary conditions imposed upon
the system must be attainable by the system. In some boundary value
problems, the desired boundary conditions may arise by choice or by some
mission specifications which are desired. However, in the case of the
variational two-point boundary value problem, part of the boundary
conditions are specified at the initial and final time on the state

variables and the remaining ones arise from the transversality conditions.

32
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The transversality conditions, as shown in Chapter II, yield constraints
on the initial and terminal values of the Lagrange multipliers. The
constraints on the Lagrange multipliers are a direct result of the
performance index chosen and the initial and terminal state constraints.
Thus the choice of the performance index, initial state constraints,

and terminal state constraints will determine whether or not the problem is
well posed or correctly formulated. State constraints which are unattain-
able by the system or which when considered with the performance index
result in constraints on the Lagrange muitipliers which are unattainable,
are usually labeled illegitimate constraints. A well posed boundary value
problem must have legitimate constraints which are compatable with the

performance index.

Ihvestigation Procedure

In order to investigate the effects of incorrect problem formulation

on the Method of Adjoint Systems, the following procedure will be used.

(1) A particular dynamical system will be chosen and n initial
state constraints and the initial and final time will be
specified.

(2) The first necessary conditions will be applied to the system
in order to obtain the boundary value problem, but the
performance index and terminal state constraints will be left
in a general unspecified form.

(3) Various legitimate and illegitimate performance indices and
terminal state constraints will be imposed on the system,

and the boundary value problem will be solved analytically.
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Effects of the choice of the performance index and terminal
constraints on the analytical solution will be noted in each
case and will be summarized in tabular form.

(4) Using the results of the analytical solution for each case
as the true solution or converged solution, the Method of
Adjoint Systems will be applied to each case, and the results
presented in tabular form.

(5) Using the analytical solution as a basis for comparison,
the effects of correct and/or incorrect problem formulation on

the Method of Adjoint Systems will be discussed.

Specific Dynamical System to be Analyzed
In order to investigate areas of breakdown in the computational

algorithm of the Method of Adjoint Systems, the following system will be

analyzed.
(1) = ui(t)
X, (t) = x,(t) +u(t) (4.1)
X5(t) = C

The system was chosen for the following reasons:

(1) Analytic solutions for the system are attainable.

(2) The system is such that it is easy to set up optimization
problems which are clearly incorrectly formulated.

(3) The third state variable is uncontrollable, i.e., it is
not linked to the other state variables or the control. The
presence of this variable in the system should in some cases
cause the optimization technique to fail (if, for example,

such a variable is constrained).
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The state variables are x(t), the control variable is u(t), and C

is a constant. It will be noticed that the state variables xl(t) and
X,(t) are linked together in the system through the control variable.

It is required to minimize the terminal value of the scalar performance
index, G(xf,tf), subject to the terminal constraints, M(xf,tf). It will
be assumed that the initial and final time are known i.e., (to = 0 sec.,
te =1 sec.), It will also be assumed that the initial values of the

state variables are given by

xl(tO) =0
xz(to) =0 (4.2)
XS(tO) =0

Following the procedure in Chapter II, the state variables and
terminal constraints may be adjoined to the performance index to yield

the following functional quantity. .
1 ut - xq

I = Glxp,ty) + vTM(xf,tf) oDy a5l | Xy - k[t (4.3)

C - x3

let P and F be defined as

P = G(xpt) + vTM(xf,tf) (4.4)

Fo=oapl #2,00 +0) + 250 - (X; + A%, + Agkg) (4.5)

The variational Hamiltonian, H, for the system is given by
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H = F+2)xx (4.6)

thus

2
Alu + Az(x1 +u) + ASC 4.7

v
!

In order that I be a weak relative minimum, the following
conditions must be met at each point along the trajectory.

The Necessary Conditions are:

1 The Equations of State X = HI (4.8)
2 The Euler-Lagrange Equations A= - Hz (4.9)
3 The Optimality Condition H =0 (4.10)

u
4 The Legendre-Clebesch Condition Huu >0 (positive definite) (4.11)

In this particular problem in which n state constraints are specified
initially and the initial and terminal time are known, the following
conditions must be satisfied at the terminal time.

The Boundary Conditions are:

5 The Terminal Constraints M(xf,tf) =0 (4.12)

6 The Transversality Conditions (P, - A'), dx(t) =0  (4.13)
£

Equation (4.9) yields the following Euler-Lagrange equations.

A0 = -2, (0)
iz(t) =0 (4.14)
is(t) =0

The ihitial values of the Lagrange multipliers are unknown. Let their

values be given by the following relations.
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Al(to) = a
(tg) = b (4.15)
A3(t0) = C

where a, b, and c ake arbitrary constants. These constants will be
determined later. With the initial values thus defined, the Euler-Lagrange

equations (Equation (4.14)), may be integrated from ty to tto yield

Al(t) = a - bt
(1) = b (4.16)
ls(t) = C

The Optimality Condition (Equation (4.10)) yields the control variable as

a function of the Lagrange multipliers given as

1 A
u(t) = - » (4.17)
A (D)
Substituting the values for A(t) from Equation (4.16) into Equation
(4.17), the control variable may be written as
¢ 1
u(t) = - Vi a‘*‘lf—m‘ (4.18)

The Legendre-Clebesch condition (Equation (4.11)) requires that

for a weak minimum

H, = 22,(t) = 2(a - bt) >0 (4.19)

%]
=)

quation (4.19) imposes the following conditions on the initial values

of the Lagrange multipliers a and b.
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a-bt>0 (4.20)
At the initial time, t =0

a>0 (4.21)
At the final time, t =1 sec.,

as>b (4.22)

The optimal control may be substituted into Equation (4.1) to
yield the state variables as functions of time. Assuming that b is not

equal to zero, integration of the state equations yields

b 1 1|
M =7 [n—t" ta‘:l
x,(t) = Fan (1-28) -3¢ (4.23)
xz(t) = Ct

If b is equal to zero, integration of the state equations yields

xl(t) = 0
X,(t) = 0 (4.24)
Xz(t) = Ct

The boundary value problem formed by the equations of state and
the Euler-Lagrange equations with boundary conditions given by the
initial values of the state variables (Equation (4.2)), the temminal values

of the state variables (Equation (4.12)), and the terminal values of the
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Lagrange multipliers (Equation (4.13)), may be solved after specification
of the performance index and terminal state constraints. In considering

the following examples of correct and incorrect problem formulation which
occur for various performance indices and terminal constraints, it should
be poiﬁted out that while some of the conditions imposed seem absurd in

this particular problem, in a more complex problem, such conditions might
be unintentionally imposcd. The conditions imposed in the following cases

were purposely chosen to illustrate the effects of incorrect problem

formulation and should be considered in this respect.

Analytical Solutions of the Two-Point Boundary Value Problem

Case 1

G(xf,tf) xl(tf) (4.25)
M(xf,tf) = xl(tf) -K =0 K = constant (4.26)
In this case, the performance index is terminally constrained,

which is equivalent to trying to minimize a constant. The scalar P

may be formed as

P = xl(tf) (1+v) - (4.27)

The transversality conditions (Equation (4.13)) yields

0
[(1+v-2)) (0-2)) (o-xs)]tf dx, ¢ = 0 (4.28)

dxs¢
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For arbitrary values of X,¢ and x Equations (4.26) and (4.28) yield

3f°
the following terminal constraints

xl(tf) = K
Az(tf) = 0 (4.29)
As(tf) = 0

From Equations (4.16) and (4.29), two of the initial values of the Lagrange

multipliers are found to be

b = 0 (4.30)
c = 0 (4.31)

Because b is equal to zero, the integrated state equations (Equation
(4.24)) must be used. The equation for xl(t) evaluated at tf, in view of
Equation (4.29),reveals the requirement that the temminal constraint K

be equal to zero. Thus, the teminal state constraints may not be chosen
freely in this case, but must be chosen such that the equations of state
at the final time are satisfied. The problem has terminal constraints
which are unattainable by the system unless Equation (4.26) is

M(xf,tf) = xl(tf) - 0=0. The transversality conditions yield no
conditions with which a may be evaluated. For b equal to zero, the
Legendre-Clebesch condition simply requires that a be greater than zero.
Thus, it appears that it is possible to satisfy the necessary conditions
for a minimum performance index for certain choices of xl(tf) namely

K = 0. But the performance index is a constant and a constant can not be

3lem is actually not an optimization problem, but
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simply a boundary value problem. If xl(tf) equals zero, there is no
performance index in this case. It can be shown that by ;onsidering the
equation of state, il = uz(t), the initial constraints, xl(to) = (0 , and
the terminal constraints, xl(tf) = 0, that the problem is not an optimal
control problem. Integration of the state equation from t, to t.

yields

L
x;(tg) - x,(tg) = 0 =f u?t) dt
to
It follows that
u(t) = 0 (the trivial solution)

Thus only one control exists which satisfies the initial and terminal

constraints and the concept of a maximum or minimum is meaningless.

Case 2

G(xf,tf) = xl(tf) (4.32)

M(xf,tf) xz(tf) -K=0 (4.33)

In this case the performance index and terminal constraints appear

to be legitimate. The scalar P may be formed as

P = xl(tf) + v(xz(tf) - K) (4.39)
The transversality condition requires that
dxl
f
[QA-2y) (v-25) (0-2)] 0 -] = 0 (4.35)
- ) T |
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For arbitrary values of X1¢ and Xop» Equations (4.33) and (4.35) yield

xz(tf) = K
Mt =1 (4.36)
As(tf) = 0

From Equations (4.16) and (4.36) the following relations are found to exist

between the initial values of the Lagrange multipliers.

b = a-1 ' (4.37)
c =0 (4.38)

From Equation (4.33) and the integrated state equation for xz(t) (Equation
(4.23)) the following relationship occurs between the initial values of
the Lagrange multipliers and the terminal value of xz(tf).

K = zm( - %) -2 (4.39)

Substitution of Equation (4.37) into Equation (4.39) yields

K+1=m () +2 (4.40)

The Legendre-Clebesch condition requires that

Al(t) =a-a(a-1)t>0, a>0 at t, (4.41)

From Equation (4.40), a may be solved for various values of K. The
following is a short table of values for a corresponding to specific

values of K.
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K a b
w 0 -1
.423 1 1
Z | 77

0 1 0 (4.42)
-.298 2 1
-.444 | 3 2

The constraints and the performance index in this case yield an
optimal control given as

1 -
u(t) = -— a-?a - 1% t (4.43)

The performance index and terminal constraints stipulated in this case are

noted to be legitimate and attainable. It is interesting to note the
dependence of a on b given by Equation (4.37). If a =1 then b =0 and

the trivial solution is obtained.

Case 3

G(xf,tf)
M(xf,tf) = xs(tf) -K =0 (4.45)

x, (tg) (4.44)

In this case the variable being terminally constrained is uncontrollable
in the system and P may be formed as

p = xl(th + v(xg(ty) - K) (4.46)
The transversality conditions require that

te

]
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For arbitrary values of Xi¢ and Xops Equations (4.45) and (4.47) yield

XS(tf) = K
Al(tf) = 1 (4.48)
)\Z(tf) = 0

From Equations (4.16) and (4.48), two of the initial values of Lagrange

multipliers are found to be

b=20 (4.49)
a=1 (4.50)

From the integrated state equation (Equation (4.24)) for x3(t), it is

seen that

c=K (4.51)

The Legendre-Clebesch condition in view of Equations (4.49) and (4.50) is

satisfied, i.e.,

A(t) =a-bt>0, a>0 (4.52)
Case 4

G(xf,tf) = xz(tf) (4.53)

M(xf,tf) = xl(tf) -K=0 (4.54)

In this case the performance index and terminal constraints

appear to be legitimate and P may be formed as

P = x,(tg) + v(xy(tg) - K) (4.55)
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The transversality condition requires that

0
[(v-Al)(l-Az)(O-A3)]tf dx,e | =0 (4.56)
dx3g

For arbitrary values of Xyr and X3¢, Equations (4.54) and (4.56) yield

xl(tf) = K
Az(tf) = 1 (4.57)
As(tf) = 0

From Equations (4.16) and (4.57), two of the initial values of Lagrange

multipliers are found to be
b = 1 (4.58)
c =0 (4.59)

From the integrated state equation (Equation (4.23)) for xl(t), and from

Equation (4.54), it is seen that at the final time

11 1

Equation (4.60) yields

a’ - a - %T= 0 (4.61)

This is a quadratic equation in a , and‘'the value of a depends upon

the constraint K. Equation (4.61) may be solved to yield

a = zr37/ 1+ (qg)° (4.62)
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Equation (4.62) yields two solutions for a. In view of Equation (4.58),
the Legendre-Clebesch condition requires that at the initial time a > 0
and at the final time a > 1. The correct solution to Equation (4.62) is
the one which satisfies these conditions. It should be noted that the
terminal constraint K can not be equal to zero. For Case 4, the optimal

control is given by

- _ 1 1
u(t) = T 7% (4.63)
where a is the solution of Equation (4.62).
Case 5
G(xf,tf) = xz(tf) (4.64)
M(xf,tf) = xz(tfg -K=0 (4.65)
In this case it is noted that the performance index is being
terminally constrained and P may be formed as
P = xz(tf) + v(xz(tf) - K) (4.66)
Applicatien: of the transversality equations yield
dx; ¢
[(0-x1)(v-xz)(0-k3)]tf 0 = 0 (4.67)
dx3g
For arbitrary values of Xy¢ and Xz e Equations (4.65) and (4.67)
require that
xz(tf) K
Al(tf) 0 (4.68)
L A - n
1\3\\'{:} - v
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From Equations (4.16) and (4.68), it is seen that

a-b = 0 (4.69)
c =0 (4.70)

Thus Case 5 requires that

= b (4.71)

£
(

There are no conditions available with which a and b may be
evaluated. The Legendre-Clebesch condition in view of Equation (4.71)

requires that

a(l -t) >0 (4.72)

In the problem under consideration te = 1 sec.. Thus it is seen that the
Legendre-Clebesch condition is violated at the final time. Assuming

that a # 0, the control for this case becomes

= 1 b - 1 1
Wt t7 g T TIT-X (4.73)

At the final time, division by zero occurs and the control becomes
infinite. From the integrated state equations (Equation (4.23)) for
xz(t), and the constraint equation (Equation (4.65)), it is seen that at

the final time

1

b 1b
kK=gm@-3-73

(4.7
If a = b, Equation (4.74) requires that K = -». Even if the terminal

constraint was so chosen, the violation of the necessary Legendre-Clebesch

condition at the final time yieids a problem which is incorrectly formulated.
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Case 6
G(xf,tf) = xz(tf) (4.75)
M(xf,tf) = x3(tf) -K = 0 (4.76)
It is noted that the uncontrollable state variable, x3(t), is being
terminally constrained and P 1is formed as
P = xz(tf) + v(x3(tf) - K) (4.77)
Application of the transversality conditions requires that
dxp ¢
[(O-Al)(l-xz)(vfxs)]t dx2f = 0 (4.78)
£1 o
For arbitrary values of X1¢ and Xops Equations (4.76) and (4.78)
yield
xs(tf) = K
Al(tf) = 0 (4.79)
At =1
From Equations (4.16) and (4.79), two of the initial values of Lagrange
multipliers are found to be
b=1 (4.80)
a=1 (4.81)
The integrated state equation (Equation (4.23)) for x3(t) and the
temminal constraint equation (Equation (4.76)) require that
¢ =K (4.82)
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As in Case 5, the Legendre-Clebesch condition is violated at the final time,

and the control given by

u=-%1}t (4.83)

becomes infinite at te because of division by zero.

Case Z

G(xg,tg) = Xz(ty) _ (4.84)
M(xf,tf) = xl(tf) -K=20 (4.85)

In this case, the uncontrollable state variable is the performance

index. P may be formed as

P = x3(tf) + v(xl(tf) - X) (4.86)
The transversality condition requires that at the final time

0
[(v-xl) (O-Az) (1-x3)],cf dxZf = 0 (4.87)
dxz¢
For arbitrary values of X,¢ and Xz Equation (4.87) requires that

xl(tf) = K
Az(tf) = 0 (4.88)
As(tf) = 1

Equations (4.16) and (4.88) yield the following initial values of the
Lagrange multipliers.
b = 0 (4.89)

c =1 (4.90)
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From the terminal state constraint of Equation (4.85) and the integrated

state equations (Equation (4.24)) for xl(t), it is seen that
K=0 (4.91)

There are no conditions available with which a can be evaluated,
however, in view of Equation (4.89), the Legendre-Clebesch condition requires
that

a>0 (4.92)

As in Case 1, Case 7 is not an optimal control problem because of the

fact that in view of Equation (4.91), K = 0, which requires that x,. = 0.

1f
The initial value of xl(to) given in Equation (4.2) is xl(to) = 0.

Thus, the equation of state il = may be integrated from ty, to tg

to yield
te
2
fu(t) dt = 0
o
It follows that
u(t) = 0

which is the trivial solution.



G(xf,tf) = XS(tf)

M(xf,tf) = xz(tf) -K =0

In this case, the performance index is an uncontrollable variable.

be formed as
P = x3(tf) + v(xz(tf) - K)

The transversality condition requires that at the terminal time

[(0-2;) (v-2,) (1-2

) ) )]
1 2 3t

For arbitrary values of xlfand X35 Equations (4.94) and (4.96)
yield

xz(tf) -K =0
Mg = 0

Aze = 1

From Equations (4.16) and (4.97) it is seen that

c =1

a = b

51

(4.93)

(4.94)

P may

(4.95)

(4.96)

(4.97)

(4.98)

(4.99)

Case 8 is exactly the same as Case 5 except for the value of c¢ which

does not effect the control.
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Case 9
G(xf,tf) = X3(tf) (4.100)
M(xf,tf) = xs(tf) -K =0 (4.101)
In this case the performance index is the uncontrollable variable of
the system and the uncontrollable variable is temminally constrained.
P may be formed as
P = x3(tf) + V(x3(tf) - K) (4.102)
The transversality conditions require that
dx) ¢
[(O-Al)(o-xz)(v-xs)]tf dx2f = 0 (4.103)
0
For arbitrary values of Xi¢ and X6 Equations (4.101) and (4.103)
require that
XS(tf) = K
xl(tf) = 0 (4.104)
Az(tf) = 0
From Equations (4.16) and (4.104)
a = 0 (4.105)
b = 0 (4.1006)
The Legendre-Clebesch condition, which requires that a - bt > 0,
is violated at each point in the trajectory. In view of Equations (4.105)

and (4.106), the control equation yields zero divided by zero which is

meaningless.



The results of the preceding nine cases are summarized in

tabular form in Table 1.

53
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Solution by the Method of Adjoint Systems

The solution of the two-point boundary value problem by the Method
of Adjoint Systems will be considered for the nine cases of performance
indices and terminal constraints considered in the preceding section.
The improved guess of the initial values of the Lagrange multipliers is
found by adding a GA(tO)i to the guessed value of A(to)i. For the problem
under consideration, the Gx(to) are found from Equation (3.47) in which
the final time is known and n initial state constraints are specified. The

relation is given by

sA(ty) = 61 (t,) [dﬂ}tf)] (4.107)

x % *
Let the guessed values of the A(to) be denoted by a , b, and c .

Thus Equation (4.107) becomes

da
sb| = oT(ty) -k (tp ] (4.108)

sc

It was shown in Chapter III that 6(t) was the solution of the 2nxn matrix

equation (Equation (3.33)) which is

T
8(t) = —AT(t) 8(t), oa(ty) = [%}%l (4.109)
f

In the problem under consideration n = 3, thus 6(i; is a 6x3 matrix,
- AT(t) is a 6x6 matrix, and h is the terminal constraints specified on
the state variables and found from the transversality conditions on the

Lagrange multipliers.
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In the particular problem under consideration, the -AT(t) matrix

is given by

-AT(t) =

where 24(t)
zs(t) = b
z6(t) =C

[}
[V
1

=4

Equation (4.109) becomes

%11 ®12
%1 %2

L
o(ty)

De

Dee o .

13

63

2 2
5 1
;_3' Z
24
5 1
;mf 2z
4
= -AT
321
ah,
_1
9Z
| 6

=

{

&

(t)

N

(34
~
[

Y
30 e e e
[

Q
N
(o)}

w
e o e
A

@
N
(o))

’

(4.110)

(4.111)
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Equation (4.111) yields the following eighteen first order nonlinear ordinary

differential equations.

813(8) = -0, (1)
815(t) = -8,,(t)

b3 = -0(t)

éZI(t) = 0

ézz(t) = 0

é23(t) = 0

é3l(t) = 0

bip(t) = 0

bes(t) = 0

b)) = L B 4 (.1 _b 8,1 (t)

41 7 Gpnd U T Gan? o

b, = L b .l _b 8,,(t)

42 7 Gond 12 7 Gl 22

2

. 1 b 1 b

8,.(t) = 0..(t) - 6. (t)

43 T oS 13 T Gl R

b, = -1 b s el 1 6 ) + 6,0
51 7 ol ‘n 7 Tt %21 a1

b, = -2 —P o+l L o 1) + 6,0t
52 7 Gan? 1297 e 2 42

. 1 b 11

b, = - 6. .(t) + 02,(t) + 8,.(t)
53 T b 13 7 Tt %32 43
é61(t) = 0

ééz(t) = 0

563(t) = 0



58

These eighteen differential equations are numerically integrated from
te=1sec. to ty = 0 sec. in the Method of Adjoint Systems to form
the eT(tO) = [eI(tO)E ei(to)] required in Equation (4.107) to obtain
a better guess of a*, b*, and c*.

The integration will be performed analytically in this section.
It will be assumed that the values of a*, b*, and c* have been guessed
sufficiently close to the true values and have, after a number of iterations,
converged to the true values of a, b, and ¢ given in Table 1. It will be
assumed that the values of ‘a, b, and c obtained by the analytic solution

to the two-point boundary value problem are the true values.
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Case 1
b = 0 From Equation (4.30)
c =0 From Equation (4.31) (4.112)
a > 0 From Legendre's Condition

From Equation (4.29)

=0
—
i

= xl(tf) - K= 2y " K=20
2 = Az(tf) -0= 2g¢ - 0=0 (4.113)
hy = Ag(tg) - 0 -0=0

The partial derivatives of h may be formed to yield e(tf) as
- -

(4.114)

o(t) = |-

- O O O O O

The quantity e(tf) is used as the boundary condition with which the
eighteen differential equations (Equation (4.111)) are integrated from
tf to tO. The values of a, b, and ¢ from Equation (4.112) are used
as converged values of the Lagrange multipliers. The integration of the

differential equations yields the following value of e(to).

-
1 0 o
0 0 0
0 0 0
o(t) = |- (4.115)
0 0 0
0 1 0
oo 1]
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It is noted that e(tf) is the same as e(to) due to the fact that b = 0,

Thus, it is seen that

o O
o
o

o) (t)) = (4.116)

o
(=2 =]
—

The converged value of ef(to) is singular and can not be inverted in
Equation (4.108). Thus,the Method of Adjoint Systems fails for Case 1

in which the performance index is terminally constrained.

Case_g

b=a-1 From Equation (4.37)
c=0 From Equation (4.38) (4.117)
K+ 1=2n (D + T Equation (4.40)

From Equation (4.36), h may be formed as

h1 = X¢ K= Zy¢ K=20
h2 =M\g-1= 24g - 1=0 (4.118)
h3 = ASf 0= Zog 0=0
From Equation (4.118), e(tf) may be shown to be
0 0 0
1 0 0
0 0 0 '
e(tf) e B - (4.119)
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Integration of Equation (4.111) yields

0
0
oty = | % -0- 0 (4.120)
a; 1 0
a, -1 0
i 0 o I

where a, and a, are given as

1 1 1 1 1 )
i A+ S £ R anl  BGaEb
1 1
Y 1@ Y I
21 1, a_, 1 a 1 1
272 "I'mrwog @ pooy ot
R I o R
eA(tO) may be formed as
a, a, 0
T
6,(ty) = 1 -1 0 (4.121)
0 o0 1

ef(to) is nonsingular and may be inverted, however, if a =1 so
that b = 0, then °I(t0) becomes singular and the Method of Adjoint

Systems fails.



Case 3

b=20
a=1
c=XK

h1 = Xzp - K =
h2 = Alf -1=
hy =2y -0-=

h becomes
Zzp - K=20
Z4e - 1=0
Zepe - 0=0

From Equation (4.123),

e(tf) =

From Equation (4.49)
From Equation (4.50)

From Equation (4.51)

and integration of the Equation (4.111) yields

6(t

)} is seen to be

-

62

(4.122)

(4.123)

(4.124)

(4.125)
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ef(to) - 1 0 (4.126)
0 0

Due to the fact that b = 0, 0)(t,) is singular and the Method of Adjoint

Systems fails for Case 3 in which the uncontrollable variable is constrained.

Case 4
b=1 From Equation (4.58)
c=0 From Equation (4.59) (4.127)
as=s %-f-% Y 1+( %K )2 From Equation (4.62)

h , given by Equation (4.57), is

h1 = Xy - K= 296 K=290
hz = AZf - 1= zSf -1=20 (4.128)
h3 = ASf 0= Zeg - 0=0
The matrix of partial derivatives, e(tf), is formed as
1 0
0 0
o(t) = AU (4.129)
0 0
0 0
0 1

and integration of Equation (4.111) yields that the initial time
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1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0(tg) = | == mmmm e e (4.130)
TL
a (a-b)

1, 1, b ) 0

13" 4a-b)  4(a-b)?
0 0 1

b 1 1 1 1 b
(-—=) (-g* + 0
T =
ek(to) = 0 1 0| (4.131)
0 0 1

eI(tO) is not singular due to the fact that b =1 and the a, given
by Equation (4.62),satisfies Legendre's condition. Thus, eI(tO) may be

inverted and the Method of Adjoint Systems does not fail for Case 4.



Case 5
a=>b
c=90
h may be formed as
hy = Xpp - K= 250 - K=
hy =Ajg-0=1zp-0=
hy = dA3p-0=12z5p-0=

and e(tf) is given by

e(tf) =

65

From Equation (4.69)
(4.132)
From Equation (4.70)

(4.133)

(4.134)

The integration of Equation (4.111) yields a e(to) matrix which because of

the fact that a = b, will have elements a; and a, which approach

infinity at the converged values of a and b. The matrix is found to be

(4.135)
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al a2 0
eZ(to) - 1 -1 0 (4.136)
o o0 1

Because of the fact that elements 3 and a, approach infinity,
the BI(tO) matrix is ill-behaved and the Method of Adjoint Systems will

fail at the converged values of a and b.

Case 6
b=1 From Equation (4.80)
a=1 From Equation (4.81) (4.137)
c=K From Equation (4.82)

h 1is given by

h1 = Xzge - K = Zge - K=20
h2 = M\g - 0= 2 " 0=0 (4.138)
h3 = AZf -1= Zog - 1=0
The e(tf) matrix may be formed as
0 0
0 0
o(ty) = | 1__0___0. (4.139)
0 1 0
0 0 1
0 0
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Integration of Equation (4.111) yields a e(to) matrix given as

[~ -
0 0 0
0 0 0
1 0 0
e(to) = | -eeeeeeeeena- (4.140)
0 1 0
0 -1 1
0 0 0
The GI(tO) matrix is seen to be
0 0 0
T
ex(to) = 1 -1 0 (4.141)
0 0 1
b ——

The matrix is singular and the Method of Adjoint Systems fails.

Case 7
b=20 From Equation (4.89)
c=1 From Equation (4.90) (4.142)
a>0 From Equation (4.92)

From Equation (4.88),

hy = Aye =0 = 2o -0 = 0 (4.143)
h3 = A3f -1 = Zgg - 1 = 0
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1 0 o0
0 0 0
0 0 0
8(t) = [-m-eemoeeeee- (4.144)
0 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 0
— -

Due to the fact that b = 0, e(to) = e(tf). Thus, eI(tO) 1s given by

0 0 0
T
6,(t) = 0 1 o0 (4.145)
0
|00 1

The Method of Adjoint Systems fails in this case because ei(to) is a

singular matrix.

Case 8

a=b From Equation (4.98)
‘c=1 From Equation (4.99) (4.146)

From Equation (4.97) it is seen that h is given by

h1 = Xyp - K = Zog - K =0
hz = Alf 0 = 2 0 = 0 (4.147)
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The e(tf) matrix may be formed as

0 0
1 0
oty = |-0--2-.0- (4.148)
0 1 0
0 0 0
0 0 1
Integration of Equation (4.111) yields
0
0
oty = o0 0 (4.149)
a, 1 0
az -1 0
{_0 0 1

This case is exactly the same as Case 5 and the ef(to) matrix will have
elements a; and a, which approach infinity at the converged values
of a and b. Thus the Method of Adjoint Systems fails because the matrix

contains unbounded elements.

Case 9

a=0 From Equation (4.105)
(4.150)
b=20 From Equation (4.106)

In this case Equation (4.111) can not be integrated because the -A?(t) matrix,
given by Equation (4.110), contains elements which involve zero divided by zero.
The results of the preceding nine cases are summarized in tahular

form in Table 2.



70

(T oTgel @°9)

swa1sLg quTtolpy JO POUasp £q SuoTqnrTog Jo AJdeuung

[4 (4 [
%% % #

IT A19VdL
"oasz Kq pOpPTATP ‘q=e
0J37Z SATOAUT UOIUM SI4USUWSTS SUTBAUOD XTJI3BU 5SNE05q DPOULIOT
Aopvwo ssneoaq psrTdd® 8g 30UUBD DPOYUILS|K 8Qq jouur) ) 0 0 6
. Y (DN ¢ !
XTaaBU ( pveo *gquawaTe 94TUu ;
UT S3USWST® 23TUTJUT 03 anp STTBI POU3IS| | -TJUT SuTeBluUO) | T ®e q 8
“pojJsAUT oq “0=q ssngoaq|
jouuBo XTJdgBU ( pv § 9sneo3q STTBI pPoUlIal JBTN3UTQ T 0 # )
*DP93JI9AUT 8q -
10UUBD XTJI3BUW Aovao osnBoaq STTIBJ DPOUISK *IBRINBUTG Vi T T 9
. (OB
xTagBu ( pveo *SqUsSWSTe 83TU
UT S3UsWSTd 23TUTJUT 03 anp STTBJ POU3ISW | -—TJUT SUTBIUOD 0 ® q g
*XTadgBU AOpvwo
Jo K3taeTn3uls 03 enp TTBJ 40U TTTM POUISN *JBTNBUTSUON | O T | ## fr
*pP83JISAUT 3q *0=Qq osnedoaq
J0UUBD XTJIjBU ( pv 9 asneoaq STIBJ Uo:umz JBTN3UTS i 0 1 ¢
*XTageuw ( pv 8 ‘I<® IT
Jo AaTaeIn3ulse 03 anp TIBI 30U TITM @ospoz JBTNIUTSUON 0 1-® % 2
T *Po3JOAUT 3(Q *0=Qq 9sneoaq
J0UURD XTJI3BUW ( pv 0 oSnBoaq STIBI POYIa| JBIN3UTS 0 0 # T
swe3sAg JUTOLDPY JO POUIaY XTa3BN ( pv 6| o q | ® TS0 |
! _,




71

Discussion of Results

In considering the particular dynamical system and the nine cases
of performance indices and terminal constraints, two modes. of breakdown
in the Method of Adjoint Systems have become apparent. The first occurred
when the eI(tO) matrix was singular and the second occurred when this
matrix contained elements which became infinite at the converged initial
values of the Lagrange multipliers. In Table II it is observed that the
ei(to) matrix became singular in each case when b = 0. In the cases in
which b = 0, an examination of the analytical solutions reveals that the

performance index and temminal constraints resulted in transversality

conditions which led to the trivial solution of the problem. In the Method

of Adjoint Systems, the trivial solution leads to a singularity of the
eI(to) matrix. Thus the Method of Adjoint Systems fails. It should be
noted that the trivial solution was obtained only in those cases in which
the optimization problem was incorrectly formulated.

It was observed that the ez(to) matrix had elements which became
infinite when a = b, with the exception of Case 6. In the cases in which
a = b, the analytical solutions reveal that the performance index and ter-
minal constraints allowed transversality conditions which cause the.
Legendre-Clebesch condition be violated at some time in the interval
[to,tf]. In this particular example, when a = b the matrix of partiél
derivatives, A(t), had elements which became infinite.

Of the nine cases of performance indices and terminal constraints
considered, only Cases 2 and 4 yielded two-point boundary value problems

which could be solved by the Method of Adjoint Systems. An examination
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of the ei(to) matrix for these cases reveals
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values of the Lagrange multipliers were chosen carefully, the Method of
Adjoint Systems could fail to solve the boundary value problem. The
effects of the initial choice of the Lagrange multipliers on the Method
of Adjoint Systems will be considered in more detail in the following

section,

Cffects of the Initial Choice of the Lagrange Multipliers on the Method

of Adjoint Systems

In developing the Method of Adjoint Systems, it was assumed that the
initial values of the z*(to) variables could be guessed sufficientiy
close to the true values sovthat the difference between the true and nominal
trajectories was small., With this assumption it was possible to consider
only linear perturbations about the nominal trajectory. The subsequent
development of the Method of Adjoint Systems depended upon the validity
of this assumption. If this assumption is not valid, then all of the
development leading to the computational algorithm is in error, and the
convergence properties of the method are destroyed.

A review of the literature reveals a lack of information concerning
how the initial unknown z*(to) are to be chosen. Apparently experience
in using the method and knowledge of the problem are the best tools with
which to make the choice.

In Ref. 4 it is pointed out that it is often quite difficult to
get a first trial solution to the problem where the person using the
method has had little previous experience. It is suggested that in some
cases a gradient method may have to be used in order to obtain beginning

estimates of the missing boumdary conditions. In Ref. 3 it is pointed



73

out that while gradient methods often yield control programs which

bear little resemblance to the true optimal control programs, they converge
nicely on the end conditions. In Ref. 10 it is stated that the Steepest-
Ascent Method, after only a few iterations, provides initial values of

the unknown z*(to) variables which are well within the convergence
envelope of the Method of Adjoint Systems.

While the convergence characteristics of the Method of Adjoint
Systems may be destroyed if the initial values of the unknown variables
can not be guessed sufficiently close to the true values, this in itself
does not constitute a breakdown. The method, while possibly unable to
converge, will not fail due to division by zero or some other illegiti-
mate operation. A person, inexperienced in the use of the Method of
Adjoint Systems, may mistake the inability of the method to converge
for a breakdown.

While some choices of the unknown initial values of the z*(to)
variables may destroy the convergence properties of the Method of Adjoint
Systems, other choices may actually cause a breakdown in the method when
applied to a legitimate problem. For example, it was found that Case 4
was a legitimate boundary value problem and could be solved by the Method

of Adjoint Systems. The ez(to) matrix of Case 4 was found to be

_ _
b, 1 1 1 1 b
( - ) (-— + + ) 0
127 bl 4a  4(a-b) 4(a-b)®
T
0 0 1
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If the terminal constraint, K, had been chosen as K = 1 then

b =1.000, and a = 1.015. Had b been chosen to be zero, the e;(to)
matrix would have been singular, or had a been chosen to equal 1.000,
division by zero would have occurred. In each case, the Method of
Adjoint Systems would have failed for the legitimate problem due to the
choices of the initial values of the Lagrange multipliers and the failure
would have resembled that for an incorrectly formulated or illegitimate
problem. Had the problem been more complex, an inexperienced user of the
Method of Adjoint Systems would have possibly concluded that the problem
was incorrectly formulated.

In this chapter the effects of incorrect problem formulation on
the Method of Adjoint Systems have been explored briefly and it has been
shown that in certain cases the method will fail, however, failure in the
Method of Adjoint Systems may occur due to other reasons. In Chapter V
the effects of a conjugate point in the trajectory will be investigated

with the purpose of determining the effects on the Method of Adjoint

Systems.



CHAPTER V
THE CONJUGATE POINT: EFFECTS ON THE OPTIMAL TRAJECTORY

In the previous chapters dealing with the development and application
of the Method of Adjoint Systems, it was assumed that the First Necessary
Conditions for an extremum and the Legendre-Clebesch Condition for a weak
relative minimm could be used to determine the trajectory which caused
the performance index to be a weak minimum in the interval of interest.
While these conditions are hecessary, they are not sufficient.

In many problems these conditions, when used with engineering judg-
ment and knowledge of the problem,are enough to determine the nature of the
extremum. This is not always the case. An example is when the trajectory
contains a conjugate point.

The classical problem illustrating the conjugate point is that of
determining the shortest distance (geodesics) between points on a sphere.
The classical development leads to the requirement that the second variation
of the functional I (See Appendix B) be positive in order to insure that
the trajectory contains no conjugate point.

In the simple problem of determining the geodesics on a sphere, it is
easy to pick the minimum path without requiring that the second variation
be positive. However, in complex, multi-variable trajectory optimization
problems, the first necessary conditions and knowledge of the problem may
not be enough to determine whether or not the trajectory leads to a mini-
mum or whether or not a conjugate point exists in the trajectory. Very
little is known about the effects of a conjugate point on the solution

to the optimization problem by a numerical technique. The remainder of

75
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this chapter will be devoted to consideration of various aspects of the
conjugate point condition with the purpose of establishing the effects

on the Method of Adjoint Systems.

The Sufficiency Conditions for a Weak Minimum

The sufficiency conditions for the functional I to take on a weak
minimum value throughout the time interval t. <t <ty are:

¢y d1 = 0 (5.1)

The vanishing of the first variation yields the Euler-Lagrange

equations and transversality conditions.
1
2 d 150 (5.2)

The requirement that the second variation is positive.

The conditions which result are to be developed.

If (1) is satisfied, the trajectory is an extremm. If (1) and
(2) are satisfied, the trajectory is a weak local minimum.

The second variation of the functional I 1is developed in Appendix
B for the case in which all of the initial values of the state variables
and the initial time are known. The second variation results in the

following equation. "
f

Zd" Ty Ty
I = K+ [& x 8X + & qu su +

r 0 T
+ Su Hux 8x + 8u Huu su] dt > 0

(5.3)

where K 1is a function of the temminal conditions. In order to keep the

analysis simple, only fixed final time problems will be ¢

fixed final time problems, the value of K (in this case) is given by
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K= de Pox dx te . Thus Equation (5.3) may be expressed as
te
2d''1 = dx! P, dx T 5
I = Pyx |tf + [6x” H 6x + (5.4)
%
T T T

58X qu su + §u Hux 8§x + Su Huu su] dt > 0

In order to insure that the inequality of Equation (5.4) is satisfied for
all 6x and Su in [to,tf], it would be convenient to express the
quantity under the integral in a quadratic form which contains terms
involving products of 6éx and éu only. The reason for this will be
seen later. In order to achieve the desired quadratic form, it is
convenient to introduce a new variable W(t) where W(t) is an mxm
symmetric matrix. The following equation may be written for the variable

W(t) (Ref. 11).

t
f
t
-GXTW(t)Gx, tf + f g’f (GxTW(t) 6x) dt = 0 (5.5)
0

t
0
For fixed final time problems, the variation of x(t) outside the integral

of Equation (5.5) becomes dx (See Appendix A, Equation (A.8)). Thus,
for the case under consideration i.e., fixed final time, in which all of

the initial values of the state variables are known, Equation (5.5) becomes

tf
—deW(t)dx|t +f g-t-(éxTW&c) dt = 0 (5.6)

f to

Addition of Equations (5.4) and (5.6) yields
re tf : "
2d T = de (Pxxﬂﬂ)iklt + .‘. [ gf-(dxrwsx) +
0

t, (5.7)

T T T T
+ 8x HXXGX + 86X qudu + Su Huxsx + 8u Huudu] dt
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Considering linear perturbations in the differential equations of state,

(Equation (2.24)) it is seen that

8x = Hxx 8x + HuA su (5.8)

In examining Equation (5.6), it is noted that

gf (GxTW 8x) = GiTW 8x + GXTW 8x + GXTW 8X (5.9)

In view of Equation (5.8), Equation (5.9) may be written as

d ,..T T T
HE'(GX W 6x) = 6x (HxAW) 8x + 8u (Huxw) 8x +
: T T
+ 6XT(W) 6x + 6XI(W H, ) 6x + sx (WH, ) su

or

d T _ T
I (6x'W 8x) = 8x (W + Hxxw + W Hxx) 8x +

(5.10)
T T
+ 6x (W qu) su + §u (HuAW) 8x
Substitution of Equation (5.10) into Equation (5.7) yields
e
2''1 = ax(p,_-Wdx|, + [sxTQH + H.W +
“ - XX Ite )
%o
T
+WH  +H ) éx+sx (WH  +H ) ou+ (5.11)

+ GuT (Hux + HuAW) 8x + éuT (Huu) su] dt



79

Defining the following quantities as

a = W+§AW+wa+gm (5.12)
B o= WH +H_ (5.13)
8T = Hy, WeH (5.14)
y = H, (5.15)

Equation (5.11) becomes

te '
] _ T T
2d I = dx (PXX-MD dx't + ~/~ [ 6x'a 8x +
£ . (5.16)
T T.T T 0

8X BSU + SU B 86X + su' y su] dt
In order to assure that the quantity under the integral of Equation
(5.16) is always greater than zero, it would be desirable to express
it in the form of a dot product which separates é§x and 6u, i.e.,
(o8x + wcu)T (#6x + Ydu) where ¢ is an mxn matrix, and ¢ is an
nxn matrix. All that remains is to determine the conditions which must
be satisfied in order that this can be done. These conditions may be

determined by requiring that

(o6x + wdu)T (e6x + YSu) = GxTa 8x + GxTB su +
GuTBde + GuTy su (5-17
Noting that
(o8x + wau)T (o8x + yYéu) = GxT¢T¢ 6x + GxT¢Tw su +
(5.18)

GuTwTQ 8x + GuTwTw su
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and equating terms with like coefficients in Equations (5.17) and (5.18),

the following equations are obtained.

o« = ol (5.19)
B = oly (5.20)
gl = yTe (5.21)
v o= ¢y (5.22)

From Equations (5.15) and (5.22) it is noted that ¢ is of full rank
because Huu is of full rank. Thus Equation (5.22) may be inverted to

obtain

1 1 T-1

y = pla =ty (5.23)

Postmultiplying Equation (5.20) by y-l yields

B‘Y-l - ¢'r ww"l wT-l = QT wT'l (5.24)

Postmultiplying Equation (5.24) by BT yields

R L T = ole (5.25)

From Equations (5.19) and (5.25) the following equation may be formed.

o = py tgl (5.26)

Equation (5.26) represents the conditions which must be satisfied
in order to express the terms under the integral of Equation (5.16) in the
form of a positive scalar quantity. From Equation (5.26) and the
definitions of o, B, and y in Equations (5.12) through (5.15), the

o X PR i
ifollowing equation results
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- _ _]_.
Wit) = (-Hy, +Hg Hy " HL) W) o+

-1 -1
FWE) CHyy + Hy Hy 7 HR )+ WEH Hy m H ) oW+

+ (-H,_ +H, H 1y

XX Xu uu ux) (5.27)

In view of the definitions following Equation (3.13), Equation (5.27) may

be written as

Equation (5.281 is referred to in the literature as the Matrix
Riccati Equation. If Equation (5.28) holds true in the interval of

interest, it is possible to express Equation (5.16) in the following form

t
f
20T = &' (P W) dx|, + f (6xTol + sulyl) T (e8x + pou)] dt
f t
0 (5.29)
Consider the terms under the integral. Noting that ww'l = I ,
the terms under the integral become
(6x1¢T + 5uT¢T)¢T'1 wTww'l (#6x + Yéu) (5.30)
or
xTelyT L+ sul)pTy (v le ox + ow) (5.31)

But from Fquations (5.22) and (5.24),
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W=y = .
Ty = gyl
vl =yl

Thus, Equation (5.31) becomes

(GXT Bv'l + ouT) Huu (y-l BT 86X + &u) (5.32)
or
(Y_l BT 8x + Gu)T Huu(y-1 éT 8x + 6&u) (5.33)

Now Equation (5.33) is of the form eT Huua , thus Equation (5.29)

becomes .
£
2"ar = & (p W) dx'tf+f el H e dt (5.34)
to
By requiring that
d'x (P -W) dxltf =0 (5.35)

it is seen that in order that the second variation of Equation (5.34) be

greater than zero, it is necessary that for any arbitrary vector e,

T

€ Huu e> 0 (5.36)

The requirement that Hou be positive definite is a necessary
condition in order that Zd"I > 0, The conditions under which Zd"I > 0,
are that Equation (5.36) hold true in the interval of interest which
is equivalent to requiring that the solution of the Matrix Riccati

Equation (Equation (5.28)) be finite in the interval of interest.
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The Matrix Riccati Equation and the Conjugate Point

If at any point in the interval [to,tf], W(t), the solution to the

Riccati Equation should become infinite, the matrix identity

T

a=gylg , i.e. (Equation (5.26)) can not be maintained and the integral

expression of the second variation of I can not be expressed in the form

el Hu¢- This is equivalent to saying that if W(t) becomes infinite,

1t
2d I > 0 can not be maintained. The point at which W(t) becomes infinite

is referred to as a conjugate point (Ref. 12).

The Solution of the Matrix Riccati Equation

The Matrix Riccati Equation may be solved by reducing it to two
linear matrix equations. The boundary conditions on the Riccati Equation

are given by Equation (5.35) as

Wity = (Pxx)tf (5.37)
The Riccati Equation (Equation (5.28)) may be written as

W = -W (A11 AW AW 4 Ay (5.38)
A system of equations adjoint to Equation (5.38) may be defined as

N o= N (A + AW (5.39)

M1t A2 :

The transpose of Equation (5.39) is

ol

_ T
N = (A + AW N (5.40)
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T

Postmultiplying Equation (5.38) by N°, premultiplying Equation (5.40) by

W and adding the resulting equations yields

S R, S T T
WN' o+ WN = Ayy WN + AN (5.41)

Noting that G- ") = W! « WRT , Bquation (5.41) becomes

d T, _ T T
g ON) = ALWN + A, N (5.42)

A new variable TT may be defined as

™ = wa! (5.43)

so that Equation (5.42) may be written as

T

N+ A TV

T _
™ = Ay 5 T . (5.44)

Equations (5.40) and (5.44) may be combined to form

_ - _ l_ - _ _ -
oT ' T T
N Ayq ! AL, N N

----- = |----3t----|F---= AW - - - - -](5.45)
T ! T T
T LA21 E Ayy T T

- is a 2nxn matrix.
T

where A(t) is a 2nx2n matrix,and |-

-3

In view of Equations (5.37) and (5.43), the following relations

may be defined at the terminal time



85

T (tg)

(Pxx)tf (5.46)

NT(tf) I (5.47)

where I is the nxn identity matrix. Equations (5.46) and (5.47)

may be partitioned as

N°(t A 1 o
() (P e

With Equation (5.48) as boundary conditions, Equation (5.45) may be
integrated from tf to t to obtain TT(t) and NT(t).
From Equation (5.43) if NT(t) is a nonsingular matrix, W(t) is

given by

T-1

wit) = Tt Nl (5.49)

Thus, the requirement that W(t) be finite in the interval of interest
may be replaced by the requirement that NT(t) be nonsihgular and TT(t)
be finite in [to,tf]. 1f NT(t) should become singular or TT(t)

become infinite, a conjugate point has been reached.

Effects gf_é_Conjugate Point on the Guidance Optimization Problem

In much of the control literature, the conjugate point and its
effects upon optimal control are discussed in connection with the solution
to the guidance optimization problem. In Chapter I it was mentioned that
many of the results derived in connection with the trajectory optimization

problem are directly applicabie to the guidance optimization problem.
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In the guidance optimization problem, it is required to construct

some type of correction procedure by which the nominal control program

is automatically corrected to produce an optimal control for small pertur;

bations in the initial and/or terminal state. This is usually accomp-
lished by a feed-back control system. In many guidance optimization
schemes such as the ones presented in References (4) and (13), it is
assumed that the changes in the boundary conditions are small and thus
only small changes are required in the nominal control to preserve opti-
mality. With this assumption the small deviations in the state are

given by
X = x(t) - x (t) (5.50)

* .
where x(t) is the true state and x (t) is the nominal state. The small
deviations in the control resulting from the small deviations in the

nominal control program are given as
*
su(t) = u(t) - u (t) (5.51)

Linear perturbations in the state variables and Lagrange multi-
pliers result in the following linear differential equations developed

in Chapter III, i.e., Equation (3.14).

8x = A11 sx + A21 Sx (5.52)
S = A, 6x - AT & (5.53)
21 8 11 .

If linear perturbations are considered in the optimality condition, i.e.,

Equation (2.26), the results are
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G(Hu) H éu+ Hux §x + HuA sy =0

uu

or

su(t) - Hm'll [ Hy, ox+ H, 61] (5.54)

In the guidance optimization problem, it is required to determine &u(t)
as a function of 6x(t). This is done in References (4) and (13) by
considering the second variation of I. The procedure is quite lengthy
and will not be repeated here. However, the same results may be
obtained by a simpler approach.

It can be shown (Ref. 14) that 6x(t) and 48x(t) are related

by the expression
SA(t) = K(t) sx(t) (5.55)

The conditions for which Equation (5.55) is valid are found to be

k = KA. - ALK - KA

11 - M 12 K+ A

- (5.56)

Noting that A22 = - Alg , it is seen that Equation (5.56) is the Matrix
Riccati Equation. A full second variation approach to the problem as
presented in Ref. 13 would have revealed that for fixed final time
problems, the terminal value of X(tg) is (Pxx)tf' Thus, it is possible
to relate small perturbations in the control to small perturbations in
the state by substituting Equation (5.55) into Equation (5.54) i.e.,

1

su(t) = -H ' [H

uu wx ¥ Hux k(t) ] sx(t) (5.57)
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It was shown in the previous section that the solution to the Riccati

Equation was given by

-1
K(t) = W) = Ti(t) N (t) (5.58)

where TT(t) and NT(t) are the solutions to Equatipn (5.45). From

Equations (5.57) and {5.58)
-1 Ty (T3
Gu(t) = -Hy [ Hy * Hux T (t) N (t) ] &x(t) (5.59)

The solution to the guidance qptimization problem in view of Equations
(5.50), (5.51), and (5.59) is given as
1 T T 1 *
+H, T ()N () ] (x(t) -x (1))
(5.60)

ut) = u(e) -Hl(H

Uux

It is stated in References @, (7), (12), and (13) that if the nominal
*
trajectory x (t) is not optimal but contains a conjugate point at

t = t_, then the solution to the Riccati Equation, W(t), becomes

c’
unbounded at t - t. - The feed-back aspects of the linear guidance
optimization scheme are seen by'defining

| -1
V() = -H T [H, ¢+ H, T N(D) ] ©(5.61)

where V(t) is the feed-back gain. If a conjugate point occurs, V(t)

becomes infinite and is not physically attainable.
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Thus, if the trajectory contains a conjugate point, it is
impossible to construct a linear guidance scheme relating su and &x
and the guidance optimization problem can not be solved.

Through the second variation and the subsequent development of
the solution to the guidance optimization problem, the relationships
between the conjugate point, the Riccati variable, and the 1ineér guidance
scheme have been established. The guidance optimization problem may
be solved only after the trajectory optimization problem has been solved
and the existence of a conjugate point in the trajectory can be detected
if the solution to the Matrix Riccati Equation becomes infinite in the
interval of interest. However, it would be desirable to detect a conju-
gate point, if it existed, before the guidance scheme is constructed.

It would be quite costly in temms of engineering man-hours and computer
time to solve the trajectory optimization problem and construct a linear
guidance scheme only to discover that the trajectory contains a conjugate
point.

By considering the sufficiency conditions for a weak minimum
and the subsequent development of the relationship between the Matrix
Riccati Equation and the conjugate point, mathematical relationships
have been established which indicate a possible connection between the
existence of a conjugate point in the trajectory and a breakdown in the
Method of Adjoint Systems. This will be investigated in the following

section.
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Effects of a Conjugate Point on the Method of Adjoint Systems

In the Method of Adjoint Systems, it is required to integrate

Equation (3.31), i.e.,

6, (1) 6, (t)
- = -Al(y) - (5.62)
6,(t) 6,(t) |
T
L [ah}
T |z
52(tg) te

in order to improve the initial guessed values of the unknown z(to)
variables. The dissatisfaction in the terminal boundary conditions is
given by Equation (3.32), which for fixed final time problems becomes

dh(t ol(t) sz(t) (5.63)

£

or

dh(t ei(t) 52,(t) + eg(t) 52, (t) (5.64)

£
If eg(t) is nonsingular, Equation (5.64) may be solved for the unknown
variation Gzz(t) as

-1
52,(t) = or(t) [ dh(ty) - 61(t) 82,(t) ] (5.65)



a

Equation (5.64) is evaluated at the initial time in the Method of Adjoint
Systems because it is required to determiﬁe Gzz(to), but it holds
true at any time in the interval [to,tf] .

It was found that the Matrix Riccati Equation (Equation (5.28))
could be solved by reducing it to two linear systems of differential
equations (Equation (5.45)) with boundary conditions for fixed final time
problems given by Equation (5.43). These equations are

KT (t) NT(t)
A T N (5.66)

- .

It is noted that Equation (5.62) is adjoint to Equation (5.66).
From the properties of‘the adjoint systems developed in Chapter III, it

is seen that

. N (1)
T 1loawom) |--- =0 (5.67)
‘ T' (t)

}

Equation (5.67) may be integrated from te to t to yield
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. NI (t) . N ()
Loy® S 1 |- - - -| = [0yt foyep 1 |- - - - | (5.69)
T (t) T (tf)

or

- - oh 1
e{(t) NT(t) + eé(t) T’(t) = i}——-} {2-- = J(tf) (5.69)
9z P

xx
where J(tf) is an mxn constant matrix. Assuming that NT(t) is
: ) 1
nonsingular, Equation (5.69) may be postmultiplied by NT(t) to yield

-1 -1
eg(t) ) N (t) = I(ty) N(t) - ef(t) (5.70)

Assuming that eg(t) is nonsingular, Equation (5.70) may be solved for
-1
TV t) N(t) to yield

-1 -1 -1
T () N'(©) = eh(t) [J(tp) N'(t) - ) (t) ] (5.71)
Tl o7
If it is assumed that [ J(tf) N*(t) - el(t) ] is nonsingular,
1

T

Equation (5.71) may be solved for ez(t) to yield

-1 -1 -1 -1
02(8) = T (8) N'(®) [ J(td N'(D) - o7(®) ] (5.72)

Now the Method of Adjoint Systems requires that eg(t) be inverted

at t, in Equation {5.65). At tys Equation (5.72) becomes
v
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-1 -1 -1 -1
03ty = T(ty) N'(ty) [ JI(t) N'(ty) - o1(ty) ] (5.73)

In examining Equation (5.73), it is seen that if fT(tO) is infinite or
NT (to) is singular at ty, 2 éonjugate point will exist at the initial
time and eg(to) will be singular causing the Method of Adjoint Systems
to fail. If a conjugate point does not exist at the initial time, but the
problem is incorrectly formulated, it was found in Chapter IV that in some
cases eg(to) was singular. From Equation (5.73) it is noted that the only
way in which eg(to) can be singular if no conjugate points exists is for
[J(ty) NTEtO) - 61(ty) 1 to be singular. Thus, it is highly probable
that a singularity in [.J(tf) NTEtO) - SI(tO) ] can be attributed to
to incorrect problem formulation.

The Method of Adjoint Systems is an iterative process and will yield
the nominal trajectory for correctly formulated problems when the dis-
satisfaction in the terminal boundary conditions has been driven to zero.

If e;(to) should become singular before the optimal trajectory has been
obtained, it is not known at this time what this would indicate. If this
cqndition occurs, however, the Method of Adjoint Systems fails. It is
clear that more investigation is needed in order to fully understand

all possible breakdowns in the Method of Adjoint Systems.



CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The Method of Adjoint Systems was developed as a means of solving
the two-point boundary value problem arising from the first necessary
conditions for an optimal trajectory. A simple dynamical system was
used to investigate the ways in which illegitimate operations involving
the performance index and terminal constraints of the system could result
in incorrect problem formulation. The effects of incorrect problem
formulation on the Method of Adjoint Systems were considered to illustrate
how failure of the method could occur. Through the properties of adjoint
systems, it was shown that a relationship exists between a conjugate point

in the trajectory and a possible failure of the Method of Adjoint Systems.

Conclusions

The following conclusions may be drawn from this investigation:

(1) If the terminal constraints and the performance index chosen
result in transversality conditions which lead to the trivial solution
of the optimization problem, the Method of Adjoint Systems will fail due
to the singularity of the eg(to) matrix. The cases in which this
occurred were incorrectly formulated. It should be noted, however, that
the trivial solution does not necessarily imply incorrect problem
formulation. The e;(to) matrix may be singular due to poor choices of

*
the initial values of the z (to) variables.
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(2) If the terminal constraints or performance index chosen
result in transversality conditions which cause the eg(to) matrix
to contain infinite elements at the converged values of the Lagrange
multipliers, the Method of Adjoint Systems will fail. In all cases
investigated, failure of this type could be traced to incorrect problem
formulation. It should be noted that infinite elements in the eg(to)
matrix does not insure incorrect problem formulation.

(3) Unless the initial values of the unknown variables z*(to),
(in the cases considered these variables were all Lagrange multipliers)
can be guessed sufficiently close to the true values, it is possible to
destroy the convergence characteristics of the Method of Adjoint Systems.
It is also possible to guess these initial values sufficiently close
to the true values and to cause the Method of Adjoint Systems to fail
due to the fact that certain choices may (1) result in the trivial
solution to the problem or (2) may cause division by zero. Clearly,
the choice of the unknown initial values of the z*(to) variables is the
weakest part of the Method of Adjoint Systems.

(4) The analysis of the causes of a singularity in the eg(to)
matrix of Equation (5.73)‘1eads to the conclusion that the Method of Adjoint
Systems can fail for problems which (1) contain a conjugate point in
the nominal trajectory at the initial time, and (2) are incorrectly
formulated.

The modes of breakdown in the Method of Adjoint Systems suggest
that the following procedures be used when considering the use of the

method on a specific problem.
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(1) Always carry out the analytical work as far as possible.
Relations concerning system behavior and functional dependence of the
optimal control and the initial values of the z*(to) variables can
be of great importance in foreseeing trouble spots which could cause
failure of the Method of Adjoint Systems.

(2)  The terminal constraints and performance index of the
system should be inspected closely prior to application of the numerical
technique. In more complex systems, it is sometimes difficult to determine
if conditions have been imposed which constitute incorrect problem formu-
lation. The system may be such that a subtle functional dependence could
exist between the performance index and terminal constraints which would
escape detection unless careful inspection of these parameters was under-
taken. The performance index and terminal constraints should be independent
in order to insure that the Method of Adjoint Systems will work.

(3) A system to be optimized should be checked carefully for
uncontrollable state variables. In more complex systems it may be
difficult to determine these variables. Uncontrollable state variables
in the system may not cause trouble in the Method of Adjoint Systems
unless an attempt is made to constrain these variables or incorporate them
into the performance index on terminal constraints. Any relation which
exists between the uncontrollable state variables and the performance index
and/or terminal constraints should be noted and regarded as a possible

trouble spot.

(4) If the problem is determined to be correctly formulated and

yet the Method of Adjoint Systems fails, the following must be considered:
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(1) The guessed z*(to) variables may have been such that they caused

a trivial solution to the problem to be obtained or caused division

by zero. Another set of these initial values should be guessed or
determined by a gradient method to determine if this has occurred. (2) The

possibility exists of a conjugate point at the initial time.

Recommendations for Further Study

1) A more effective method for choosing the initial values of the
unikknown z*(to) variableé needs to be developed. The use of gradient
methods to obtain initial guesses of these variables is probably the best
solution to this problem at present.

(2) Analysis similar to the one presented here should be undertaken
on other optimization techniques in order to develop more usable criteria
by which a method could be chosen or rejected for a particular problem.

(3) An investigation of the controllability of the linearized
system of equations (Equation (3.14)) should be carried out. Although some
effects of an uncontrollable variable in the system were studied here,
no attempt was made to relate controllability, as defined by Kalman
(Ref. 15), to the problem formulation.

(4) . The analysis developed relating a conjugate point in the
trajectory at the initial time to a singularity in the eg(to) matrix
should be pursued further. Also the effects of conjugate points should

be determined in other numerical optimization methods.
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APPENDIX A
THE FIRST VARIATION

It is required to determine the first variation of a functional

quantity I of the form

I =Glxp.tp) + vl M(xg,te) + L L(xg,tg) *

e (A1)
+ f[ QUx,u,t) + AT(E) (£(x,u,t) - x(t) )] dt
%
where the elements of I are defined as follows.
G +‘,.Q dt - a scalar function called the Performance Index.
v - a gq-vector of constant multipliers.
M - a qgq-vector of terminal constraints.
u - an r-vector of constant multipliers.
L - an r-vector of initial constraints.
A(t) - an n-vector of time varying multipliers.
f(x,u,t} - an n-vector function.
x(t) - an n-vector of the time rate of change of the state variables.

Equation (A.1) may be written in a simpler form by defining the

following scalar functions.

P = G+ v M= P(xg,tg,v) (A.2)
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R = uT L = R(xo,to,u) (A.3)

H= 2T (x,u,t) ) + Qx,u,t) = Hx,2,u,t) (A.4)

In view of Equations (A.2), (A.3), and (A.4), Equation (A.1) may
be written as
tf‘
T
I=R+P+f (H - ) dt (A.5)

Ty

1]
Denoting the total variation in I as d I, an expansion of I in a
Taylor's series about a nominal trajectory yields

] 1 e 1 tre
dl =d 1 + ZT’d I+ 3T'd I+, .. (A.6)

The first term of the series is designated the first variation,
the second term is designated the second variation, etc. The first

variation of I from Equation (A.5) is given as

! tf T .
dI=dP+dR + d (H-x x)dt (A.7)
%o
To the first order, the variation of a function G is given as

dG = &G + G dt (A.8)

If instead of being a function, G is a functional quantity, i.e.,
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f
G = fF dt (A.9)

then Leibnitz's Rule for differentiation under the integral sign

applied to Equation (A.8) for variable t, and te yields
‘s t tf
df Fdt= Fdt 'tf . fap dt (A.10)
0
t t
Thus, Leibnitz's Rule, applied to Equation (A.7) yields

t
I. tf f I
d'I = dP|t+ dR|t+ H-2x) dtl + §(H - A'x) dt (A.11)
f 0 t
0 tO

The variation of (H - Ti) in Equation (A.11) is given by

R T T
S(H - A'x) = Hx 8x + Hu su + HAGA + Ht 6t - X 6x- A

86X (A.12)
It is noted that §t = 0 because there is no variation of time along
the trajectory under the integral.

Integration of -A] &% by parts yields

t,. t
f(-ATéfc) dt = AT ex | £+ f AT ox dt (A.13)
t . tO 1
0 "0

From Equations (A.12) and (A.13), Equation (A.11) becomes
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|

L] t
dI=[dP+(H-ATx)dt-AT<Sx]f+

to

Tex10+ (A.14)

[dR - (H - AT %) dt + »

K oT T
f [(Hx+x)6x+ (Hu) su + (H)‘-x) sx ] dt
%
For the variable end point problem, variations in the state

variables are, from Equation (A.8), given as

6x, = dx. - x; dt. |, is=t)t, (A.15)

Thus, d' I bec¢omes

dI=[dP+ (H- %) dt - Al dx + ATx dt ].cf
+[aR- H-2T0) at +aT ax -aTxae 1, (A.16)

0

te
oT 'T
+ f [(HX+A)6x+(IIu)6u+(H)‘-x)6>\]dt
t

The total differentials, dP and dR, in view of Equations (A.2) and
(A.3), are

- P aP oP
f f ‘
, aR . . oR 4, , 3R
A R (A.18)
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In view of Equations (A.17) and (A.18), Equations (A.16) becomes

dI

T.
[ Px dx + Py dt + Pv dv + (H - A'x) dt +

T Te
-2 dx +‘A x dt ]tf * [ Ry dx + R, dt + Ru du (A.19)

- 2% de + 2T ax -aTxde ], #
0
tf T T
[ (Hk + 1) 8x + (Hu) su + (HA - X') & ] dt
to
Canceling the ATi dt terms and regrouping, the final form of the first

+

variation becomes

]

dI

[ (P -2) dc+ (P +H) dt+ P dv ]tf

+

[ (R +20) dx+ (R - H) dt+ R, du g (A.20)
t

£ te te
f( H + 3Ty sx dt + f (H,) éudt + f(HA-;(T) &\ dt .

ty to t

+



APPENDIX B
THE SECOND VARIATION

From Appendix A, the first variation of the functional

te

I = P+R+ ,,. (H - Alx) dt
t,

U

is given in Equation (A.20) as

dI

T
[ ( Px - A7) dx + ( Pt + H) dt + Pv dv ]tf +

# L (R +A1) dx+ (R -H)dts Ry du ] o (8.1)

+

te
oT T
~/. [ ( Hx + 1) ox + ( Hu) su + (HA - X) 6] dt
to
If it is assumed that n of the initial state variables,x(tOL
and the initial time t, are known, then dx =0, dt =0,
0 ty ty

Ru = E(xo,to) = 0, and Equation (B.1l) becomes

d'1=[(px-AT)dx+(pt+n)dt+pvd\,]t +
f
(B.2)

f
+ f[(Hx+iT) 6x + (H) éu+ (H -)'cT) 61 ] dt
t
0

The second variation of I requires a variation of Equation (B.2)

which yields
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2d I

[de, dx) - 40T ax) + dp, dt) +

+

d(H dt) + d(P_ dv) ]tf + (B.3)

+

te
T T
df [(Hx+->\)6x+(Hu)6u+(H}‘-x)GA]dt
t
Let the terms outside the integral of Equation (B.3) be denoted by Gf .
By Leibnitz's Rule for differentiation under the integral for

fixed initial time, (See Appendix. A, Equation (A.10)), Equation ( B.3)

becomes
1 _ T :
2d I = Gf+[(Hx+A‘) 6xdt+(Hu) su dt” +
»T
+(HA—x) sx dt ],C + (B.4)
f
te
[ .T
fc[(Hx+AT) 6x+(Hu) 6u+(HA-x)6A]dt
%o
or
2T = Go+ [ (H + i1 exdt + ( H) sudt +

+

PR ¢
(H -x) 6rdt ]tf +

t
f
+ f[de(Hxxdx+qu5u+Hx)\6>\+6i) (B.5)
to
. T
* 8u (HLmGX+HuA6}‘+Huu6u) +

+

T .
8\ (HAXGX+HAUGU+H)\)\ Sy - 8x ) ] dt
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It is noted that HM is zero because H is linear in A . Integrating

GxT X by parts yields

te . te
T . T £ .T
§x° 8\ dt = 8x° 68\ I - §x° &) dt (B.6)
) t
ty 0 ty

But &x(ty) = dx(ty) - (Xt dt, = 0, thus Equation (B.5) becomes

2d 1

T
Gf+[(HX+A‘)6xdt+(Hu) sudt +

(H)\-)'(T) 6Adt+6xT6A]t +

f

+

te
+ [ 6x' (H,, sx+H_ 6u+H.. 6\) - 6% 61 + (B.7)
XX xXu XA

t

+

T :
su- ( Hux 58X + HuA A+ “uu su) +

+

T .. i s
Sy ( Hxx X + qu su - 8x) ] dt

Let the terms outside the integral of Equations (B,.7) be denoted by fo.

Regrouping terms, Equation (B.7) becomes

1Tt f T T
2d 1 fo + [ 6u l-&x 8X + 6x qu su +
t

T, T
”ux 8x + su Huu su + (B.8)

+ (6xP H, +6u H, - 6) 6x +

+
O
pd

[
~
jos
O
~

+
j=
Cn
=

1
(¢
e

out
S d
[N
(o
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From Chapter II, Equation (2.24), it is required that x = HA

Considering linear perturbations in the equation of state, it is seen that
8x - Hxx 8x + HAu su=20 (B.9)

In view of Equation (B.9), Equation (B.8) becomes

te

1 T T
2d I = fo + f [ 6x Hxx 8X + 8x qu su +
tO (B.10)

+ GuT Hux sx + GuT Huu su ] dt

Now the Gﬂ_- terms are found to be

T

[ dx T

2
dx+thdt+dex +

Pxxdx+dv

Geg Pyv

- a¥ dx - AT ax?

+

+ax P dt +av! P dt

2
Ptt dt dt + Pt d't + Hx dx dt + Hu du dt + (B.11)

+

+ Hedt dt + H a*t + ax! P, dv+dv P dv+

P
vV

2 T

+ Pvtdv_dt+Pvdv+Hx6xdt+x §x dt +

T T

+

Husudt+H)‘6Adt->'( §x dt + 6x

A ],cf

From Appendix A, Equation (A.8), it is noted that
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sx(tg) = dx(t) - ()'c)tf dt

su(ty) du(ty) - (ﬁ)tf dt

f

8A(te) dr(tg) - (i)tf dte

Thus, upon regrouping and canceling of appropriate temms, Gee becomes

- T T
fo = [ dx Pxx dx + 2dx va dv + Zth dx dt

+

2 Pvt dv dt + Ptt dt dt + 2 Hx dx dt (B.12)

+

H, dt dt ]
t tf

From Equations (B.10) and (B.12), the final form of the second variation

becomes

re 1 T
d I 7—[ dx

T
Pxx dx + 2dx va dv + 2th dx dt

+ 2P, dvdt + P dtdt+ Z2H dx dt

t (B.13)
1 £ T
+ Ht dt dt ]tf t 3 .I' [ 8x Hxx §x +
to
T T T
+ 8 qu su + u Hux 8x + Su Huu su ] dt
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