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CONTROLLED LAGRANGIANS AND STABILIZATION OF
EULER-POINCARE EQUATIONS WITH SYMMETRY BREAKING
NONHOLONOMIC CONSTRAINTS

JORGE S. GARCIA AND TOMOKI OHSAWA

ABSTRACT. We extend the method of Controlled Lagrangians to nonholonomic Euler—Poincaré
equations with advected parameters, specifically to those mechanical systems on Lie groups whose
symmetry is broken not only by a potential force but also by nonholonomic constraints. We in-
troduce advected-parameter-dependent quasivelocities in order to systematically eliminate the La-
grange multipliers in the nonholonomic Euler—Poincaré equations. The quasivelocities facilitate
the method of Controlled Lagrangians for these systems, and lead to matching conditions that are
similar to those by Bloch, Leonard, and Marsden for the standard Euler—Poincaré equation. Our
motivating example is what we call the pendulum skate, a simple model of a figure skater developed
by Gzenda and Putkaradze. We show that the upright spinning of the pendulum skate is stable
under certain conditions, whereas the upright sliding equilibrium is always unstable. Using the
matching condition, we derive a control law to stabilize the sliding equilibrium.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Motivating Example: Pendulum Skate. Consider what we call the pendulum skate shown
in It is a simple model for a figure skater developed and analyzed by Gzenda and
Putkaradze [13], and consists of a skate—sliding without friction on the surface—with a pendulum
rigidly attached to it.

Following [13] (see also below), the configuration space is the semidirect product Lie
group SE(3) := SO(3) x R3, or the matrix group

SE(3):{(R,X) - [(f; ﬂ ]RESO(B),XE]RS}. (1)

The gravity breaks the SE(3)-symmetry of the pendulum skate, just as in the well-known example
of the heavy top in the semidirect product theory of mechanics [8, [15] 17, [I8]. Hence Gzenda and
Putkaradze [I3] used the unit vector I'—the vertical upward direction seen from the body frame as
depicted in as in the heavy top equations—as an advected parameter vector, and derived
its equations of motion as nonholonomic Euler—Poincaré equations with advected parameters on
s¢(3) x (R3)*, where se¢(3) is the Lie algebra of SE(3) and the dual space (R3)* of R3 is for advected
parameters I' that take care of the broken SE(3)-symmetry.

It turns out that it is not just the gravity that breaks the symmetry. The constraints imposed by
the rink—including the nonholonomic constraint that the skate cannot slide sideways—also break
the symmetry as well. We shall treat this in detail later, but here is an intuitive explanation of
why it breaks the symmetry: When we start off with the configuration space SE(3) without the
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FiGURE 1. What we call the pendulum skate here is a simple model for a figure
skater developed by Gzenda and Putkaradze [13]. The unit vector I'—the vertical
upward direction seen from the body frame {Ei}le—is the advected parameter here.

gravity nor the rink, we have an ambient space without any preferred direction or orientation—
hence the SE(3)-symmetry. However, by introducing the rink to the setting, we effectively introduce
a special direction—the unit normal vector to the rink—to the ambient space, thereby breaking the
SE(3)-symmetry. This is just like how the gravity breaks the symmetry by introducing the special
“vertical” direction to the ambient space that would be otherwise uniform in any direction.

The main motivation for this work is to stabilize nonholonomic mechanical systems on Lie groups
with such broken symmetry. We shall show in that, for the pendulum skate, the upright
spinning and upright sliding motions—ubiquitous in figure skating—are equilibria of the nonholo-
nomic Euler—Poincaré equations derived in [I3]. As the intuition suggests, the spinning equilibrium
is stable only under certain conditions, whereas the sliding equilibrium is always unstable.

Motivated by the problem of finding a control law to stabilize the sliding equilibrium, we would
like to extend the method of Controlled Lagrangians of Bloch et al. [3] to the Euler—Poincaré
equations with symmetry-breaking nonholonomic constraints. Particularly, our main goal is to build
on the nonholonomic Euler—Poincaré theory of Schneider [20] (see also Holm [I4] Section 12.3]) to
derive matching conditions for the Controlled Lagrangians applied to such systems.

The pendulum skate indeed necessitates a slight generalization of [20] because it does not fit
into the most general setting of [20, Section 2.1 and Theorem 1]. We note that Gay-Balmaz and
Yoshimura [I2] made such a generalization in a more abstract and general Dirac structure setting.
Our focus is rather on first having a concrete expression for the nonholonomic Euler—Poincaré
equations, particularly on a systematic way to eliminate the Lagrange multipliers in the equations
of motion arising from the constraints.

Developing a general method of controlled Lagrangians for nonholonomic systems is challenging,
particularly because of the Lagrange multipliers. Indeed, extensions of the method of Controlled
Lagrangians to nonholonomic systems are limited to a very special class of Lagrange-d’Alembert
equations; see, e.g., Zenkov et al. [24] 25] 26], 28]. To our knowledge, an extension to nonholonomic
Euler-Poincaré equations has been done by Schneider [20] only for the so-called Chaplygin top.

1.2. Main Results and Outline. We build on the work of Schneider [20] to develop matching con-
ditions for mechanical systems on Lie group S with symmetry-breaking nonholonomic constraints.
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Particularly, we assume: (i) The left S-invariance of the Lagrangian is broken, but can be recovered
using an advected parameter I'; (ii) the nonholonomic constraints are not left-invariant either, but
this broken symmetry is also recovered by using the same I'. We shall explain the details of this
setting in using the pendulum skate as an example.

In we formulate the reduced Lagrange—d’Alembert principle and derive the nonholo-
nomic Euler—Poincaré equations with broken symmetry as giving a generalization of
the General Theorem of Schneider |20, Theorem 1]. However, as mentioned earlier, it is a special
case of the Dirac reduction for nonholonomic systems by Gay-Balmaz and Yoshimura [12], and is
included here only for completeness.

The ideas that nonholonomic constraints may be symmetry-breaking and that the broken sym-
metry may be recovered using an advected parameter are not new; they were discussed in [20] as
well as Tai [2I], Burkhardt and Burdick [6], and Burkhardt [7]. Our treatment is more systematic
as in [12] and applies to more general constraints than those of [20].

The above result leads to the notion of I'-dependent quasivelocities in Quasivelocities
have been often used in nonholonomic mechanics; see, e.g., Ball et al. [2], Bloch et al. [4], Zenkov
[23], Zenkov et al. [27] and references therein. However, to our knowledge, the idea of advected-
parameter-dependent quasivelocities is new. Those I'-dependent quasivelocities help us eliminate
the Lagrange multipliers in the nonholonomic Euler—Poincaré equations derived in

In we apply the result from to the pendulum skate, find a family of equilibria
including the upright spinning and upright sliding ones, and analyze their stability.

In we show that the nonholonomic Euler—Poincaré equations written in the I'-dependent
quasivelocities help us extend the Controlled Lagrangians of Bloch et al. [3]—developed for the
standard Euler—Poincaré equation—to our nonholonomic setting. Indeed, the derivation and ex-

pressions of the resulting matching conditions in [Proposition 13| are almost the same as those in
[3] thanks to the formulation using the quasivelocities. The result also generalizes the simpler and
ad-hoc matching of [20] for the Chaplygin top and our own for the pendulum skate in [11].

Finally, in we apply the Controlled Lagrangian to find a feedback control to stabilize
the sliding equilibrium, and illustrate the result in a numerical simulation.

2. BROKEN SYMMETRY IN LAGRANGIAN AND NONHOLONOMIC CONSTRAINTS

In this section, we would like to use the pendulum skate of Gzenda and Putkaradze [13] to describe
the basic ideas behind mechanical systems on Lie groups with symmetry-breaking nonholonomic
constraints.

2.1. Pendulum Skate. Let {e;, ez, e3} and {E1, Eo, E3} be the spatial and body frames, respec-
tively, where the body frame is aligned with the principal axes of inertia; particularly E; is aligned
with the edge of the blade as shown in The two frames are related by the rotation matrix
R(t) € SO(3) whose column vectors represent the body frame viewed in the spatial one at time ¢.

The origin of the body frame is the blade-ice contact point, and has position vector x(t) =
(z1(t), z2(t),0) at time ¢ in the spatial frame. However, we shall treat the position x of the contact
point as a vector in R?® and impose z3 = 0 as a constraint. Hence, as mentioned earlier, the
configuration space is the semidirect product Lie group SE(3) := SO(3) x R? from , where the
multiplication rule is given by

(Ro,%o) - (R, x) = (RoR, Rox + x0).
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Let us find the Lagrangian of the system. If ¢ — s(¢) = (R(¢),x(t)) is the dynamics of the system
in SE(3), then
QY 5
= =:(Q2,Y
oT 0 [OT 0:| ( ’ ) € 59(3)7

_1. [RTR RTX]
578 =
where Q) := RTR is the body angular velocity; Y := RTx is the velocity of the blade-ice contact
point seen from the body frame.
Suppose that the center of mass is located at [E3 in the body frame as shown in
and hence, in the spatial frame, is located at xcy(t) := x(t) + [R(t)E3. Then, the Lagrangian

Le,: TSE(3) — R is given by:
. 1 ..
Le, (R, x, R, x) =5 tr (RJRT> + %chmﬂ2 — mgel Xem
1 T 5 ST ml . . 2 T
= Str (RTRIRTR) + EHX + RlEgH — mglel RE;
1 A4 A 2
=St (QJQT) n %HY n lQEgH — mgl(RTes)TEs,
where m is the total mass, g is the gravitational acceleration, || - || is the Euclidean norm, and J is
the inertia matrix.

We also identify © = (Qy,Q,Q3) € R? with Q € s0(3) via the hat map [16} §5.3]:

0 —Q3 Q
()R = se(3); Q—Q=| Q3 0 -
Q0 Q0

Then we have the following correspondence with the cross product: Qy = € x y for every y € R3.
So we may use (Q2,Y) € R? x R? as coordinates for se(3) = R3 x R?, and we have

. 1
Le, (R,x, R, x) = ;0TI + %HY 110 % B2 — mgl(RTe3) Es,

where I := tr(J)l — J = diag(I1, I, I3) with | being the 3 x 3 identity matrix is the (body) moment
of inertia tensor; see, e.g., Holm et al. [16] §7.1].

The Lagrangian does not possess the full SE(3)-symmetry due to the gravity. Indeed, if ROTeg #*
e3 then, in general,

Le, (ROR, Rox + xo, RoR, R0x> £ Le, <R, x, R, x) , 2)

although the equality holds if Rgeg = e3. In the next subsection, we shall discuss a general theory
on how to recover the full symmetry of such a Lagrangian with broken symmetry, and come back
to the pendulum skate as an example.

2.2. Broken Symmetry in Lagrangian. Let L, : T'S — R be a Lagrangian with a fixed param-
eter 79 € X*, where X* is the dual of a vector space X. For each sgp € S, let Ls,: S — S; 5 — sps be
the left translation, and T'Ls,: § — T'Ls,($) =: sp$ be its tangent lift. Suppose that the Lagrangian
is not S-invariant, i.e., L, o T'Ly, # L, for some sy € S. We also assume that we can recover the
broken symmetry as follows: Define the extended Lagrangian L: TS x X* — R so that

L(s,5,7) = Ly (s,8) VY(s,$) €TS,
and suppose that there is a representation

Sx X — X; (8,%) > sx. (3)



as well as its induced representation (s,v) — sy on X*, i.e.,
Sx X*— X% (s,7)~ sy suchthat (sy,x)= (7,5 'x) Vx€X. (4)
We assume that we can recover the (left) S-symmetry as follows: For every sg,s € S and every
v € X7,
L(sos, s0s, sov) = L(s, $,7).

As a result, we may define the reduced Lagrangian as follows:
l:s x X* > R; (&, 1) := L(e, & 1), (5)
where s is the Lie algebra of S.

Example 1 (Lagrangian of pendulum skate [I3]). For the pendulum skate from we
define the extended Lagrangian L: T*SE(3) x (R3)* — R as follows:

. 1
L(R,x, R,)’(,f)/) = ;0710 + %HY 12 x By — mgl(RT~)TE;

so that L(R,X, R,)’(, e3> = Le, (R,X,R, x)
We also define an SE(3)-representation on R? by setting (R, x)y := Ry. Then, identifying (R3)*
with R? via the dot product, we have

(Rx)y)-y=7 (Rx)7'y) =7 (R'y) = (R)y.
Therefore, we have
SE(3) x (R*)" = (R*)";  ((R,x),y)~ Ry (6)
using the standard matrix-vector multiplication.
Then we see that the SE(3)-symmetry is recovered: For every (R, Xo), (R, x) € SE(3) and every
v € R?,
L (ROR, Rox + %0, RoR, Rox, Rofy) —L (R, x, R, %, 7) .
Therefore, we may define the reduced Lagrangian
0:s5e(3) x (R})* 2R3 x R x R® = R;

1 (7)
(R Y.T) = 0710 + %HY 419 x E3|)? — mglTTE;,

which agrees with [I3, Eq. (1)]. Since 7y = es for our Lagrangian, the advected parameter is
I' = RTyy = RTes3, which gives the vertical upward direction (essentially the direction of gravity)
seen from the body frame; see [Figure 1

Remark 2 (Intuition behind symmetry recovery). Here is an intuitive interpretation of how the
symmetry recovery works in above. When we talked about the broken SE(3)-symmetry
in , the vertical upward direction ez (essentially the direction of gravity) was fixed, and the
SE(3)-action (Ro,Xo) - (R,x) = (RoR, Rox + xq) rotates the pendulum skate by Ry and translates
it by xqo but left the direction of the gravity unchanged, resulting in a system whose direction of
gravity is different from the original configuration (R,x); hence the symmetry is broken. On the
other hand, when we introduced « as a new variable in the Lagrangian above and let SE(3) act
on v as defined in @, we co-rotated the direction of the gravity along with the pendulum skate,
resulting in a system with the same relative direction of gravity as the original one; hence the
whole system—now involving the variable direction of gravity—possesses the SE(3)-symmetry.
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2.3. Broken Symmetry in Nonholonomic Constraints. Following Gay-Balmaz and Yoshimura
[12] Section 4.2], we assume that the system is subject to nonholonomic constraints with a fixed
parameter vg € X*, that is, the constraint is defined by a corank r smooth distribution D,, C T'S
so that the dynamics t — s(t) € S satisfies §(t) € D4,(s(t)). In other words, we have one-forms
{Ws, }a=1 on S such that the annihilator D5 (s) = span{W¥S (s)},—1, i-e., §(t) € ker U5 (s(t)) for
any a € {1,...,7}.

We assume that D, is not S-invariant, i.e.,

TsLso (D~ (5)) # Doy (s0s) for some s, 50 € S,
or in terms of the one-forms,
(L5 W5, (s) # W5, (s) for some s,s9 € S and some a € {1,...,r}.
We also assume that we may recover the S-symmetry in a similar way as above: Defining
D:Sx X* =TS with D(s,y) CT:S and D(s,7) =D(s) VseS,
we have the S-invariance in the following sense:
TsLso(D(s,v)) = D(sos, s07) Vs,s0 €S Vye X
In other words, we have the following r one-forms on S with a parameter in X™*:
Ue:Sx X* = T*S with U%s,v) CT,;S VseS Vye X" VYae{l,...,r}

r
a=1

(L, ¥ (-, 807) =¥(-,y) VyeX® Vac{l,... r} (8)

satisfying D°(s,~y) = span{W(s,v)} and

We may then define the following parameter-dependent subspaces in s and parameter-dependent
elements in s*:

o(I") :=D(e,T") Cs, Y4T) =9, ') €s™ Vae{l,...,r} (9)
so that the annihilator 2°(I") = span{y*(I')}/_, C s*.
Example 3 (No-side-sliding constraint of pendulum skate). The skate blade moves without friction,
but with a constraint that prohibits motions perpendicular to its edge. This means that the spatial
velocity x has no components in the direction perpendicular to the plane spanned by {REj,es3},
ie., (X, RE; x e3) = 0 as shown in In other words, setting e, (R, x) = (RE; x e3)7dx,

one may write the constraint as x € ker We,. It is easy to see that the SE(3)-symmetry is broken:

If we take (Ro,xo) € SE(3) with Rl'es # e3, then
(L{Ro o) Ves) (R, X) = ((RoRE1) x e3)"d(Rox)
= ((REy) x (RTes))" dx
# We, (R, x)

in general, although L?Ro,xo)qjes = W, if R(:)Feg = es.

One notices that this is the same type of broken symmetry as in the Lagrangian from [Example 1
caused by the gravity. This suggests the same remedy applied to the Lagrangian would recover the
SE(3)-symmetry of the constraint too. Indeed, define

W: SE(3) x (R3)* — T*SE(3); U((R,x),7) = ((RE;) x v)Tdx



€3
RE;
€3 X RE,

€3

j o

€1
Ficure 2. No side sliding.

so that W((R,x),e3) = Ve, (R,x). Then we see that, for every (Rp,Xo), (R,x) € SE(3) and every
v ER,

(RoRE1) x (Ryv))" d(Rox)
(RE;) x v)'dx
U((R,x),7)

(L{Rox0) ¥ (R, x), Roy) = (
(

Therefore, we define the I'-dependent element
Y3(T) == U((1,0),T) = (0,E; xT') € 5¢(3)* 2R3 x R3,
where we used the superscript 3 because there are two other constraints as we shall see in[Example §

Remark 4. Why does the same advected parameter I'—which we used to recover the broken sym-
metry due to the gravity—work in order to recover the broken symmetry due to the nonholonomic
constraint as well? The nonholonomic constraint is characterized by how one introduces the rink
into the system. In this problem, we introduced the rink as a horizontal plane—perpendicular to
the direction of gravity. So I' gives both the direction of gravity and the orientation of the rink
seen from the body frame.

3. NONHOLONOMIC EULER-POINCARE EQUATION WITH ADVECTED PARAMETERS

This section gives a review of the reduced Lagrange—d’Alembert principle for mechanical systems
with broken symmetry. Our result gives a slight generalization of the General Theorem of Schneider
[20, Theorem 1]. However, as mentioned earlier, ours is a special case of Gay-Balmaz and Yoshimura
[12) Theorem 4.3] as well, and so we include this result only for completeness.

3.1. Reduced Lagrange—d’Alembert Principle with Broken Symmetry. We would like to
find the reduced equations of motion exploiting the recovered symmetry. For our setting, one needs
to turn the variational principle of Holm et al. [15, Theorem 3.1] (see also Cendra et al. [§, The-
orem 1.1]) into a Lagrange—d’Alembert-type incorporating the symmetry-breaking nonholonomic
constraints. We note that this is done in Schneider [20, Theorem 1] with a semidirect product Lie
group S = G x V assuming a special class of nonholonomic constraints.
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Before describing our version of the reduced Lagrange—d’Alembert principle with broken symme-
try, let us introduce some notation used in the result to follow. For any curve ¢t — s(t) € S, we define
t e &(t) := s(t)715(t) € s; conversely, given t — £(t) € s, we define t — s(t) € S via §(t) = s(t)&(¢)
with the left translation. Similarly, for any (infinitesimal) variation ¢ — ds(t) € Ty)S of the curve
t + s(t), we define t +> n(t) := s(t)"16s(t) and conversely as well.

We shall also use the Lie algebra representation

s X X — X; (&,%) — iexp(a{)x =: &x,
de e=0
and
s x X' — X7 (&,7) — &y sothat (£y,x) = —(7,&x) Wx e X, (10)
as well as the momentum map K: X x X* — s* defined by
(K(x,T),§) = (I',éx) = =(¢T,x) V€ €5, (11)

where ¢x is defined in the similar way as in ((10)) using .
Also, for any smooth function f: £ — R on a real vector space FE, let us define its functional
derivative §f/d0x € E* at © € E such that, for any dz € E, under the natural dual pairing

(-,-): E*xE—R,
<g£,5x> = d%f(:c—i—séx)

Proposition 5 (Reduced Lagrange-d’Alembert Principle with Broken Symmetry). Let vo € X*
be fived, and suppose that the Lagrangian L. : TS — R and the distribution D,, C TS defining
nonholonomic constraints satisfy the assumptions on symmetry recovery from[Sections 2.9 and[2.3

Then the following are equivalent:

(i) The curve t — s(t) € S with the constraint 5(t) € D, (s(t)) satisfies the Lagrange—d’Alembert
principle

e=0

5 [ L (s(0),5(0)) dt =0

to
subject to 0s(ty) = ds(t1) = 0 and ds(t) € Dy, (s(t)) for any t € (to,t1).
(ii) The curve t — &(t) € s along with
t D(t) := s(t) " typ € X* (12)
and with the constraint
&) edI(t) < @W*T(t),&(t) =0 Vteto,t1] Yaed{l,...,r} (13)
satisfies the following reduced Lagrange—d’Alembert principle in terms of the reduced La-
grangian £: s x X* — R defined in :
t1

4] L(E(t),T(t))dt =0, (14)

to

where variations of t — (£(t),'(t)) are subject to the constraints
0§ =10+ aden, oI = —nT (15)
for every curve t — n(t) € s satisfying
on(ty) = dn(t1) =0, (W*(T(t),n(t)) =0 Vte[to,t1] Yae{l,...,r} (16)
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(11i) The curve t — (&(t),T(t)) with £(t) € o(I'(t)) satisfies the nonholonomic Euler—Poincaré
equations with advected parameter I':

d (oL Y4 Y4
— =) =adf =+ K| —=,T AT 17
I =—¢r (17b)
with T'(to) = s(to) 140, where {\.}"_, are Lagrange multipliers.
Proof. Let us first show the equivalence between (jil) and . First, let us show that the two action
integrals are equal. Indeed, using the definition of £,
L"/O (87 S) = L(37 ‘é7 70) = L(e7 87157 87170) = E(f, F)
It is a standard result in the Euler-Poincaré theory that all variations of ¢t — s(t) with fixed
endpoints induce and are induced by variations of ¢ — &(t) of the form 0§ = 7 + aden with 7,
vanishing at the endpoint; see, e.g., [15, Theorem 3.1 and Lemma 3.2]. Also, 6" = —nI easily
follows from the definitions and . Finally, one can show the equivalence between the
nonholonomic constraints on ds and 7 as follows: For every a € {1,...,r},
55 € Doy (s) = 0= (¥"(s,70),55)
= <\IJ“(5,70),85_155>
= ((L5¥)(e;70),m)
= <\Ila(67 87170)777> ( ‘g’
= (W*(T),n) (.- (9) and definition of I').

It remains to show the equivalence between and . As is done in the proof of [15, Theo-

rem 3.1],
" t 50 Y4
5 5 g(g(t),l“(t))dt:/to <<5§,5£>~|—<5F,5p>>dt
horse ot
= [, (Geresaen) = (i) )
ey , ol ol
- [, (aGe) ~ e = (5eor)men

Therefore, the reduced Lagrange—d’Alembert principle ([14]) with the nonholonomic constraints (|16|)
yields , whereas taking the time derivative of yields . Conversely, it is clear that
implies with the constraints imposed in , and integrating with the initial condition
on I' given in yields . ([l

Example 6 (General Theorem of Schneider [20, Theorem 1]). Let G be a Lie group, V' be a vector
space, and construct the semidirect product Lie group S := G x V' under the multiplication

s1-s2 = (g1,21) - (92, 22) = (9192, G122 + x1),

where G x V' — V;(g,x) — gz is a representation. In what follows, we shall use the other induced
G- and g-representations on V and V* defined in the same way we did for X and X* above, as
well as the associated momentum map J: V x V* — g* defined in the same way as K was in
(11). Indeed, it is also assumed in [20] that X = V and the S-representation on X* is defined
s (g,x)y = g7 using the G-representation on V* induced by the above G-representation on V.
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Hence, writing £ = (2,Y) € s = g x V, it follows that &y = (Q,Y)y = Qv as well. It is then
straightforward to see that, for every (£;,Y;) € s = gx V with i = 1,2,
ad(q, ) (2, Y2) := [(, Y1), (22, Y2)] = (adg, 2, Y2 — Q2Y1),
What correspond to £, € s = g X V in this example are
(Q.Y) = (g,2) " (g.4) = (99,9 '),
(3,2) = (9,2)""(8g,6z) = (9709, 9~ ' d2),
respectively. Then the constraint on £ in becomes
(6Q,0Y) = (,Y) + (adg¥, QZ — XY), (18)
In [20], the nonholonomic constraints are assumed to be in the form

(W((g,2),7), (9, %)) =& — ¥((g,2),7)g =0 with U((g,2),7): T,G =V

with the following (left) S-invariance:

¥ ((g0;z0) - (9:2), (90, 20)7) = ¥((9,7),7) V(go,70),(g9,7) €S ¥y e X"

Hence we have
(@), (Q,Y)) =Y —p()Q  with () := W(e,T),
and thus the nonholonomic constraints and applied to (£2,Y) and (%, Z) yield Y = ¢(I')Q
and Z = ¢(I')X. Substituting these expressions into the second equation in yields
d . - _ _
§Y = a(¢(F)Q) + Q)T - SY(T)Q,
which was in (2) of the General Theorem of Schneider [20, Theorem 1].

Example 7 (The Veselova system [22]). Let S = G (not a semidirect product). We still assume that
the same broken left symmetry and the recovery of left symmetry for the Lagrangian L., described
in but with X = g so that 7y € g* and the adjoint representation gy := Ad;_l 0%
on X* = g*
G-invariant:

. We also assume that the constraint distribution D C T'G is corank 1, and is right

TyRg(D(9)) = D(g09) V9,90 € G,
where R: G — G is the right translation. So we may rewrite the constraint ¢ € D(g) in terms of
w = TgRgfl(g) =: gg~!, i.e., the spatial angular velocity in the rigid body setting:
w €0 :=D(e).

We then further assume that 9 = ker vy with the same parameter vg € g* for the Lagrangian, so
that

w€ed=keryy < (v,w) =0.

This is an example of the so-called nonholonomic LR systems [9} 10} 22].
In short, the right invariant constraint is breaking the left invariance of the system. Indeed,
noting that

w = ggfl = ggilgg*1 =Ad, 2 with Q:= gilg',

we may rewrite the above constraint as follows: Setting I' = g~ 1y = Ad;; Yo,

<’707Adg Q) = <Ad2 /7039> = <g_170aQ> =0 <~ <¢(F)?Q> =0 with ¢(F) = F,
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Particularly, with G = SO(3) as in [22], we have X* = s0(3)*, and so under the standard
identification s0(3) = s0(3)* = R3, we have
adg IT =TI x Q, K(y, )=y x T, Qr=Q x T,
and hence gives

d (o o Rl :
ﬁ<m)_mXQ+MXF+AF’ I=TxQ

with constraint I' - @ = 0. This gives the Veselova system [22] with the standard kinetic minus
potential form of the Lagrangian.

Example 8 (Pendulum skate [13]). As discussed in S = SE(3) = SO(3) x R? here.
The system is subject to two more constraints in addition to the no-side-sliding constraint from
Example 3| (see [13]). The following constraints are actually holonomic as the derivations to follow
suggest. However, we shall impose them as constraints on s for the Euler-Poincaré formalism.

e Pitch constancy: The blade does not rock back and forth. Specifically, the direction REq
of the blade in the spatial frame is perpendicular to es (see |[Figure 2J):

0= (RE;)"e3 = (RE|)TRT = EIT =T,. (19)
Taking the time derivative and using (T7b) (which is I' = T x € here)
0=ET=Ef(Irx Q)= (B, xD)7Q,
giving
PI(T) := (B x T, 0) € s5¢(3)* 2R3 x R®.

e Continuous contact: The skate blade is in permanent contact with the plane of the ice, i.e.,

z3 = elx = 0. Taking the time derivative,

0=elx=(RTe3)"RTx =T7Y,
giving

Y*(T) := (0,T) € se(3)* = R® x R,

Combining the above two constraints with the no-side-sliding constraint from [Example 3| we have
2°(T) = span{v (D) }2_, C se(3)".

We also have, for every (£2,Y) € se(3) =2 R3 x R? and every (I1, P) € s¢(3)* = R3 x R3,
ad(g v)(ILP) = (IIx 2+ P x Y, P x ),
and for every (y,T) € X x X* 2R3 x R3,

K(y,T')=(y xT,0). (20)
Hence the nonholonomic Euler—Poincaré equations with advected parameter give
d (o or ol ol
=== x4+ ——=xY+—=xT E, xT
dt<8ﬂ> ga <oy XY Top X T HaED),
dfot\ o (21)
dt<aY,> =9y X Q+)\2F+)\3(E1 X F),
I=rxQ,

which is Eq. (8) of [13], and also gives Eq. (9) of [13] with the reduced Lagrangian (7).
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4. ELIMINATING LAGRANGE MULTIPLIERS

One may algebraically find concrete expressions for the the Lagrange multipliers in the nonholo-
nomic Euler—Poincaré equation . However, they tend to be quite complicated, even with a
rather simple Veselova system as shown in Fedorov and Jovanovié [9, Eq. (4.3)]. Such a complica-
tion is detrimental when applying the method of Controlled Lagrangians, because it is difficult to
“match” two equations if their structures are unclear. In this section, we introduce I'-dependent
quasivelocities and systematically eliminate the Lagrange multipliers in ((17)).

4.1. I'-dependent Hamel Basis. We decompose the Lie algebra s into the I'-dependent con-
straints subspace ?(I") and its complement: Setting n := dims,

s=0I)@u(l') with (') =span{& ()} "1, o(I") =span{&(T)} _;.

a=1

Note that we are using Greek indices for 9, whereas a,b,c,... for v and ¢, j, k, ... for the entire s.
So we may use Einstein’s summation convention to write £ € s as

& = v (D)E(D) = v*(D)Ea (D) + v ()& (D),

and refer to {v*(T)}"; as the (I-dependent) quasivelocities. For brevity, we shall often drop the T'-
dependence in what follows. The advantage of this constraint-adapted Hamel basis is the following;:

£€Dd — v*=0,

where it is implied on the right-hand side that the equality holds for every a € {1,...,r}. Hence
we may simply drop some of the coordinates to take the constraints into account.
Given a standard (I-independent) basis {E;}7; for s, we may write {&(I")}"; as

&(T) = ED)E; <= Ei= (D) &), (22)

(2

where we abuse the notation as follows: & is the n x n matrix whose columns are {£;}7_; so that
&} denotes the (i,j)-entry of £ as well as the i-th component of &£; with respect to the standard
basis {E;}I" ;.

Suppose that we have the structure constants {C%}lgi,j,kgn for s with respect to the standard
basis {E;}I 4, i.e.,

[E;, Ej] = ¢} Ey.

Then the structure constants with respect to {&; };L:l are also I'-dependent:

(€ (D). (23)

(&), &(T)] = C5(T) E,(T)  with  CH(T) == ELT) EM(T) & 5

Im

4.2. Eliminating the Lagrange Multipliers. Let us eliminate the Lagrange multipliers and find
a concrete coordinate expression for (17a)) in terms of the I'-dependent quasivelocities.
Imposing the constraint £ € 9 and using the I-dependent basis {&;}7, for s, we write

Y4
= =, =, &), 24
a3l pi = (1, &) (24)
where the subscript ()|, indicates that the constraint { € 9(I') is applied after computing what is
inside (-). As a result, {p;}}_, are written in terms of {v®}) .

Let {e;}MX be a basis for X and {el}{™X be its dual basis for X*, and write
I'=T;el, =xl¢Tyel

using constants /@fj that are determined by the s-representation on X*. Then we have:
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Theorem 9. The nonholonomic Euler—Poincaré equations (17) are written in coordinates as

o = —Bls(T) piv® + KL, aari Crk, (25a)
Iy = —35(0) 07 Ty, (25b)
where
< (ej, ) g> sy (1) = wl E4(D), (26)
Bis(T) = Chp(T ) + Fig(D)  with  Fog(T) := DIEL(T) (€7 1){(T) 5f5(T) Ty, (27)

and DIE. stands for OE. /T ;.

Remark 10. As explained above, {p;}7, are written in terms of {v®})_], and so gives the
closed set of equations for {v*}, "] and T.

Proof. Tt is straightforward to see that (25b]) follows from (I7D]): Since & = v 8/%, for every £ € 0,
using the definitions of k and s from above,
Ly = —(6D)i = —#{; € T = —s(T) v T,

It remains to derive (25a}) from (17al). Imposing the constraint £ € 0 to (17a]) and using p defined
in , we have

4
_ad§u+K<5F > + ().
Then, taking the paring of both sides with &,, we have

{11, Ea <ad§,u,5>+< <§fi

I)&>+@w2&»
¢ 0

(o ad = o) = (o)

= Do — <,u, €a>
= o — {1, DELD)T)
— o + (1, DELT)ET),

The left-hand side becomes

but then

l
En(T)ET = a5<

D) E
= ngé( ) 255(1) 07 Ty (E7H)(T) &(T)
= Fop(D) 0P &(T).

Therefore, using the definition of p; from , we obtain
(jt; Ea) = Pa + Fg(T) piv’.

On the other hand, a straightforward computation yields

<adz L, Ea> = Céa p; VT = —Clgpz
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Moreover, using the bases {e;}#%5 X for X and {el}#¥X for X* introduced earlier, we have

5t T e N
K<5F C,r) _K<8Fj Cej,rke*> —K(ej,e*) o Crk,
and so
50 B o e o
<K<5F C,F),é’a> — <K<ej,e*),5a> T Crk — K 5T Crk. 0

4.3. Lagrangian and Energy. In what follows, we assume that the reduced Lagrangian ¢ from
takes the following “kinetic minus potential” form:

1 o
(eT) = 3Gy €6~ U(T) (28)
with a constant n x n matrix G and U: X* — R. Since ¢! = Sj(f‘) v/ (T), we have
1 1 . .
Ley € = Lo,V D)D) with Gy(D) = Gy A(T) ENT). (29)
Then we see that
ot ; j ok o¢ i P
878 :Gijfj :Gijé'kv = U; = 87457’ . :Gijé’ﬁv

7

giving the concrete relationship between {p;}?_, and {v*}._7 alluded in |Remark 10, Then the

constrained energy function

= pi = & =Gy EF EL0° = Gig0”,

SR X X* SR, ST = %gaﬂ(r) w0 1+ U(T) (30)

is an invariant of (25 because this is the energy of the system expressed in the quasivelocities.

5. PENDULUM SKATE

Let us now come back to our motivating example and apply to the pendulum skate.

5.1. Equations of Motion. The I'-dependent Hamel basis for the pendulum skate is an extension
of the hybrid frame introduced in [13]:

se(3) 2 R? x R® =o(T") @ o(T),

where
0= span{& = (El,O), 52 = (F,O), 53 = (O,El)},

31
v :=span{&; := (E; xTI,0), & = (0,T), & = (0,E; x I')}. (81)

Note that, due to the pitch constancy condition , these define orthonormal bases for 0 and b,
and also they together form an orthonormal basis for se(3) as well.
Since the commutator in se(3) = R x R? given by

ad(q, v,)(22, Y2) = [(21, Y1), (22, Y2)] = (21 x 2, Q1 x Y2 — Q2 x Y7),

whereas yields
1

e |

] , D& =D& =0, (32)



the I'-dependent structure constants CZ;B defined in are actually independent of I' here:

0 —pg O
Chopr=|p1 0 ps| Y(p1,....pe) € RS
0 —D6 0

Note that we do not need the full 6 x 6 matrix Clkj Di-
We may then write ¢ = (Q,Y) € se(3) in terms of quasivelocities {v;}$_;:
Q=0'E; + T +04E; xT), Y =0E; +0°'T+5E; xI),
where, by the orthonormality,
vl =Q-E; =Q, ¥ =Q-T, =Y E =Y,
vi=0Q-(E; xT), W=Y-T, =Y. (E; xT).
Then the constraint £ = (£2,Y) € 9(T) is equivalent to v* = 0 with a € {4,5,6}.
On the other hand, the Lagrangian becomes
1
(. Y,T) = S0+ %HY +19 x Es|> — mgITTE;

1 _
= ;QIQ + miQ - (Bs x Y) + %HYHZ — mglTs,

where
E = diag(fl,fQ, 13) with fl = Iz + ’I’)’Ll2 for ¢= 1, 2.
Then
or of ol ol - or
R — =10 I(Es xY — =ml(Q xE Y
o= (tray) g REmEXY) G —mi@ By mY,
and thus we have i i
flvl
I_QFQ'UQ + mlv3
o 137502
H= d¢ |, m(IT2v? +v3) |’
—milv?
- O -
and ~ -
P1 Iﬂ)l P4 (Ig — IQ)P2F3U2 — mlf‘gv3
p2| = | (LT3 + IgF%)UQ + milov? | | ps| = —miTyv!
3 m(lF2v2 + U3) 6 mlF3v1
Let us find the right-hand side of (25a). We find
—pav? 0
Cigpiv® = |pw' +pgv®|, =QxT=v'|T;
—pev? )

since I'; = 0. Hence we have, using (32)),

0

Fig(D) piv? = (11, DEL(T) €T = (1, DIE,(T) (€T);) = (T3 py — Tap3)vt0]

15
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Therefore, we obtain

Bgﬁpi P = (Céﬁ + féﬁ)pi v?

—p4112 _(I_Q — I3)F2F3(’U2)2 + mlP3v21)3
= |pav' +pev® + (T3p2 — Taps)v' | = milsv?!
—pev? i —mliTsvlv?
Using , we also have
T,
ol
k _
1 0
As a result, the nonholonomic Euler—Poincaré equations become
D1 a1 L'
p2| = | (IT3 + IsT)v® + milyv®
)3 m(ITv? 4 v3)
(,ZTQ — 13)F2F3(112)2 + mlF31)2U3 + mgng
= milzv3v! (35a)
—miTsvlv?
coupled with
I 1| I3
= ) 35b
R ()

5.2. Invariants. One can see by inspection that implies
d
7 (P2 = T2p3) =0,
which shows that
C1 = pg — Tops = (IoT5 + I31'3)v? (36)
is an invariant of the system—called J; in [13| Eq. (20)].
We also notice by inspection that

m101

3 = — 1.
P = T2 4 e

However, since T'3 + I'2 = 1 (due to the pitch constancy I'; = 0 from (19)), we have

mlCy . % _ mlCy
I — I3)T3 + I3 ?

dly (I — T3+ 15

By =

Therefore,

1
= —mlC dl'sy,
P 1/(12—13)F§+13 ?

implying that

P3 1
Cy = = 4+1C / dr
T Y -+

l I, — I3
=Tv® + 0%+ ————— r
Iov” + v —1—1.3([2_[3)01 arctan( A 2) (37)
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is also an invariant of the system—called J3 in [I3, Eq. (21)], where we assumed Iy > I3 (and shall
do so for the rest of the paper) because this is the case with realistic skaters as mentioned in [13],
Proof of Theorem 2].

5.3. Equilibria. We shall use the following shorthands in what follows:
z:=(Q,Y,I), ¢:= (01702,v37F2,F3) .
Note that z denotes the original dependent variables in the nonholonomic Euler—Poincaré equa-

tions with Lagrange multipliers, whereas ¢ denotes those in using quasivelocities. Now,
let us rewrite the system as

(I — I3) T'3(v?)? +ﬁng)F2 + miTgv%0?

C=£(Q) with f(Q) :=< 7 ,

2(I3 — I)Tolgvlv? 2013750102
IQF% —|—I3F§ ’ IQF%—{—I:J,F%’

v'Ts, —U1F2>. (38)

Then one finds that the equilibria are characterized as follows:
v' =0 and ((I_g — Ig)F3(02)2 + mgl)Fg + milsv?0? = 0. (39)

Note that, in view of , v! =0 is equivalent to Q; = 0.

Let us impose the upright position, i.e., I's = 1 or equivalently I' = E3. Then the constraints
v® = 0 for a = 4,5,6 yield Qo = Yo = Y3 = 0, ie., @ = QoE3 and Y = YyE; for arbitrary
Qo, Yy € R. Furthermore, the second equation in reduces to v?v3 = 0. If v2 = 0 then Q3 = 0
and thus we have the sliding equilibrium

zg = (0, YoE;,E3) or (g :=(0,0,Yp,0,1), (40)
whereas v3 = 0 gives Y7 = 0 and gives the spinning equilibrium

Zep = (QE3,0,E3) or (s :=(0,9,0,0,1). (41)
5.4. Stability of Equilibria. Let us first discuss the stability of the spinning equilibrium:

Proposition 11 (Stability of spinning equilibrium). Suppose that I3 < I5.
(i) If Is + mi? < I, then the spinning equilibrium is unstable.

(i) If
l
Is+mi2 > I ol > 4/ ——8 42
s+ml®>1I and Qo] > LomZ L, (42)

then the spinning equilibrium is stable.
Proof. See O
On the other hand, the sliding equilibrium is always unstable:
Proposition 12 (Stability of sliding equilibrium). The sliding equilibrium is linearly unstable.

Proof. The Jacobin D f of the vector field f from at the sliding equilibrium (40)) is
0 mlYy 0 mgl

11+ml2 Il—l-le
0 0 0 0
Df((sl) = 0 0 0 0 )
1 0 0 0
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mgl
0,0,0,+4y/ ————
{7 J I Il+ml2}’

The presence of a positive eigenvalue implies the assertion by the Instability from Linearization

and its eigenvalues are

criterion (see, e.g., Sastry [19] p.216]). O

6. CONTROLLED LAGRANGIAN AND MATCHING

The goal of this section is to apply the method of Controlled Lagrangians to the nonholonomic
Euler—Poincaré equations . Our formulation using the I'-dependent quasivelocities helps us
extend the method of Controlled Lagrangians of Bloch et al. [5] to our system . Indeed, the
arguments to follow in this section almost exactly parallel those of [5, Section 2].

6.1. Controlled Lagrangian. Our motivating example is the stabilization of the sliding equilibria
of the pendulum skate—shown to to be unstable in [Proposition 12—using an internal wheel; see

Eq

E;
E, E>

FIGURE 3. Pendulum skate controlled by an internal rotor attached to the center
of mass. Its axis of rotation is aligned with Ei, i.e., the edge of the skate.

Following [5], let H be an s-dimensional Abelian Lie group and h = R® be its Lie algebra;
practically H gives the configuration space of s internal rotors, i.e., H = T*. We shall replace the
reduced Lagrangian by

Gigxhx X* SR 4 (g,é“,r) - K(g,éa) —U(D), (43)
where ) )
K(f, éa) = iGU fzfj + Gm {i@'a + §Gab éaéb
with a constant symmetric kinetic energy tensor G, i.e., Gy, = Ggp; also Gg; and G, seen as
matrices, are transposes to each other.

Then the equations of motion with control inputs (torques) {u,}5_; applied to the H-part (in-
ternal rotors) are

. . ou
Pa = —Big(T) piv” — KL, ar,

o = Ug, (44b)
[y = —5f5(I") v Ty, (44c)

Fkv (44&)
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where {p;}?_; and {m,}_, are (re-)defined as follows using the modified Lagrangian ([43)):

(% _ o
P se 26e .

Gia(T) := &/ (T) Gja, (46)

and Gg; is the transpose of G;,. Notice that G;, is slightly different from G;; defined in and

should be distinguished based on the type of indices just like the G’s defined above.
Again following [5], we consider the controlled Lagrangian of the form

= Gaa v + Gap éb’ (45)

7€i> = Gig v’ + Gia 0%, T

where

7, (5, éa,r) — f((g, 9’“) —U(D) (472)
with
. . . 1 o
K(607) = K(&,0° +706) + Sow i) €€
1 . N | (47b)
+ 5 (Pab — Gat) (ea + (GG + T;L)gl) (9” + (G*Gy; + T;)gﬂ),
where 7', 045, and py are all constant matrices and the last two are symmetric.
Let us define
~ (5gr a o) a\Tb , a be ~ a
pii=A 5e & ) = Gia v + Giald + (Giv + 0ap T;") Ty v + Gap p 7 T,
&l (48)
+ (Pas = Gan) " Fa (G"Gi + T2 )
and 3
~ 661” _ Wb be ) b ¢t _ Wb be « b«
Ta = 8éa i - pab(‘9 +G Gczg +Ti 5) c —pab(9 +G gcav +7; v ) (49)
See for the derivation of the expression for p;, where we defined
T =1y (50)

Then the nonholonomic Euler—Poincaré equations with the controlled Lagrangian /, are
given by

: . oU

< 7 ~ k

Pa = —BLs(T)v"p; — KV, aTjP’“’ (51a)
Tiq = 0, (51b)
i = —555(0) 7 Ty, (51c)

6.2. Matching and Control Law. It turns out that the same sufficient condition for matching
from [5, Theorem 2.1] works here:

Proposition 13. The controlled Euler—Poincaré equations (44) and the Euler—Poincaré equations

with the (reduced) controlled Lagrangian ¢, coincide if
8 = —0"Gy;  and o + p* = G*. (52)

1

Then the resulting control law is
Ug = Ggp (7;1’ }:‘;5 v — 7;b 1}‘”) . (53)
Proof. See .
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Remark 14. One can eliminate the acceleration v* from the control law using (44al).

Example 15 (Pendulum skate with a rotor). Going back to the motivating example from
we may write the reduced Lagrangian with a rotor as follows:

6 se(3) x T1SY x (R3)* 2 R® x R x R3 — R;

. . 54
£r<Q,Y,9,I‘) — KT<Q,Y,0> — mglTTE; (54)
with
) ._1 2Y02 7 2 2\ 2 2
Kr(Q,Yﬁ) - 2((11 +mI2)3 + 1 (20 + 60)° + (To + mi®) 23 +I3Q3>
+ml(QY; — M Ys) +m| Y|
(55)

1
= 5 (@m0} + (T + mi?) 0 + Lo + mi(QeY1 — Y2) + ml|Y )
1.
+ J10 + §J192,
where
=1+ J;

with J; (i = 1,2, 3) being the moments of inertia of the rotor; note that m now denotes the total
mass of the system including the rotor. Hence we have

(7, + mi? 0 0 0 —-ml 0 Ji
0 Zo+mi®2 0 miL 0 0 0
B 0 0 Z; 0 0 0 o] B
ng 0 mi 0 m 0 ol’ Gza = 0 = Jleb Gab = J1~
—ml 0 0 0 m 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 m 0|

Note that o, =: 0 and p,, =: p are all scalars because there is only one internal rotor (s = 1).
Then the matching conditions give

a Ji a a e Ji
Tiz—;ef<:>7; :Tjgg:—;[e{gl el &
J
=-2[1 1, 00 0 0
o
_ Dy
o 1>
noting that I'y = 0, and
[ S R
g p_J1 p_l—Jl/O"

Then gives the control law

Ji 1 S Ta(mgl+ (ml® + I — I3) T3(v?)?) + mil50*0®
SN R ’
4 o (Il + TTIZQ)/Jl

which is what we obtained in [I1], Eq. (15d)] (with 0 = —.J;/v) using a simpler and ad-hoc controlled
Lagrangian.
Let us find the controlled Lagrangian. First, again using I'y = 0,

Gai = Goj&! = el & = [1 Ty 0 ... 0] =Je].

(56)

Ug —
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Then (49) gives

Ji
—.
1—-Ji/o

Since 7, is conserved according to (51bf), we impose that

Fo=0 < 9’:(‘]1—1>v1:<‘]1—1>91,
g g

and substitute it to to obtain

Fo = Jyot +

- 1 -
A (Q,Y, <‘]1 — 1) Ql,F> = iﬂT}IQ + %HY +1Q x E3||* — mgITTEs,

o

where
- J?
[ := diag (1'1 + L L+ Jo, I3+ Jg). (57)
g

Notice that this controlled Lagrangian takes the same form as the Lagrangian @ of the original
pendulum skate without the rotor, with the only difference being the inertia tensors I and I.

7. STABILIZATION OF PENDULUM SKATE

7.1. Stabilization of Sliding Equilibrium. Recall from that the sliding equilib-
rium was always unstable without control. The control law obtained above using the controlled
Lagrangian can stabilize it:

Proposition 16. The sliding equilibrium of the pendulum skate with an internal rotor from

is stable with the control if

Jt
Proof. See =

Remark 17. In terms of v := —J; /o, the control gain in view of , the above condition is
equivalent to v > (I; +mi?)/J;, which is what we had in [L1, Eq. (18) in Theorem 4].

7.2. Numerical Results—Uncontrolled. As a numerical example, consider the pendulum skate
with m = 2.00 [kg], I = 0.80 [m], (I1, Iz, I3) = (0.35,0.35,0.004) [kg - m?] with g = 9.80 [m/s?]. As
the initial condition, we consider a small perturbation to the sliding equilibrium :

Q(0) = (0.1, 0.1 tan ¢, 0.1), Y (0) = (1,0,0), I'(0) = (0, sin ¢, cos ¢p), (59)

where ¢g9 = 0.1 is the small angle of tilt of the pendulum skate away from the vertical upward
direction. shows the result of the simulation of the uncontrolled pendulum skate with
the above initial condition. It clearly exhibits instability as the pendulum skate falls down.

7.3. Numerical Results—Controlled. We also solved the controlled system (see also
with the control using the same initial condition . The mass of the rotor is
1 [kg], making the total mass m = 3 [kg]; we also set (Ji,J2, J3) = (0.005,0.0025,0.0025) [kg - m?].
The lower bound for o shown in in order to achieve stability is —JZ/(I1 +ml?) ~ —1.10x 107;
hence we set 0 = —107° here. shows that the system is indeed stabilized by the control.
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FIGURE 4. Numerical results for the uncontrolled pendulum skate with
m = 2.00[kg], I = 0.80[m], (I1, I, I3) = (0.35,0.35,0.004) [kg - m?]. The initial
condition is a small perturbation from the sliding equilibrium . The pen-
dulum skate falls down, i.e., I's = 0 at ¢t ~ 1.025 exhibiting the instability of the

sliding equilibrium shown in [Proposition
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-10
54 ¢ & 1d 02
(A) Body angular velocity €2 (B) Velocity Y1 in body frame (¢) Vertical upward direction T'

seen from body frame

FIGURE 5. Numerical results for the controlled pendulum skate (44]) (see also
Example 15) with m = 3.00 [kg], (J1, J2, J3) = (0.005,0.0025,0.0025) [kg - m?]. The
solutions are shown for the time interval 0 < ¢ < 10. One sees that the system is
stabilized by the control in comparison to particularly, I's stays close to
1, indicating that it maintains its position almost upright.
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APPENDIX A. SOME PROOFS

A.1. Proof of [Proposition 11| The Jacobin Df of the vector field f from at the spinning
equilibrium is

miQ mgl—(Iz+mi?—12)23

0 0 I1+ml? I1+ml? 0

0 0 0 0 0
Df(Cp)=|—-200 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0

0 0 o 0 0]

and its eigenvalues are

— 2 _ 2
0.0,0,4 mgl — (I3 +ml? — I3)8);
I +mi?

If I3 +mi? < I, then by the Instability from Linearization criterion (see, e.g., Sastry [19, p.216]),
(sp is unstable. On the other hand, if I3 + ml? > I then the linear analysis is inconclusive, and so
we would like to use the following nonlinear method:

Energy—Casimir Theorem (Aeyels [1]). Consider a system of differential equations (=7 €)
on R™ with locally Lipschitz f: R™ — R™ with an equilibrium (y € R", i.e., f((o) = 0. Assume that
the system has k + 1(< n) invariants & and {Cj}g’?zl that are C? and submersive at (o, and also
that the gradients {DCj(CO)}g‘?:l at (o are linearly independent. Then (y is a stable equilibrium if

(i) there exist scalars {c; € R}?Zl such that D(& + c1C1 + - -+ + ¢, Cx) (o) = 0; and

(ii) the Hessian S := D*(& + c101 + -+ + c1.Ci)({o) is sign definite on the tangent space at
Co of the submanifold {¢ € R™ | C;(¢) = C;(Co) Vj € {1,...,k}}, i.e., for any w € R"\{0}
satisfying DC;((o) - w = 0 with every j € {1,...,k}, one has wl 5w >0 (or <0).

We note that, despite its name, the above theorem does not assume that the invariants are
Casimirs: any invariants—Casimirs or not—would suffice.

In order to use the above theorem, we set the constrained energy as & and use the invariants
Cy and Cy from and as well as C3 = (I'3 +I'3)/2 with k = 3. Now, since

0 0 0 0
L I 0 0
Déa(Csp) = 0 ) DCI(CSp) = 0 ) DCZ(Csp) = 1 ) DC3(€sp) =10},
0 0 210 0
IgQ% + mgl 2[390 0 1

setting (c1, 2, c3) = (=0, 0, 3093 — mgl), we have
D(& 4 c1C1 + 202 + ¢3C3) (Csp) = 0.
Then we also see that

S = Dz(éa 4+ c1C1 4 c2Cy + 0303)(<sp)

Li+mi> 0 0 0 0
0 I3 0 0 0
= 0 0 m miQ 0
0 0 miQyg Q(Q) (Ig + mi? — _[2) — mgl 0
0 0 0 0 —mgl
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The relevant tangent space is the null space

1 0

DC1(Gp)T 0 0
ker [ DC2((sp)T | = w =151 [0 +52 (0| | 51,82 €R

DCg(Csp)T 0 1

0 0

Hence we have the quadratic form
wl #w = (I + mi?)s? + ((Is + mi* — L,)QF — mgl)s3,
which is positive definite in (s, s2) under the assumed conditions .
A.2. Derivation of . We can obtain the expression for p; in as follows: Let us first

rewrite its definition as 3 3
_ oy i 0l ‘
p’L —<5§ ,EZ>—51(F)<5€ 7.E1]>.

Performing the same computations as in [5, Eq. (16)] and using &F = Elk v!, one has

50, o L0l
< Ej>=ij§k+Gja(9 + 7 €k>+Gabe — T

o’ o I

Oy (v
+ 0ab T]C'LTI? ék + (pab - Gab)pad W (Gb ch + ij)

; 0l
= G &'+ Ga (0 + 7 € 0') + Gy ¥ 7

a a agr C
+0abT; 70 EF 0+ (pap — Gap) p™ Y (Gb Gej + T}’),
and so
~ J k, 1 a ack |l be 821“ a
i = SZ G]k 5[ v+ Gj(z (9 + Tl gl v ) + Gabp 800 Tj

a a 8(2 c

= gioc v* + gia <9'a + 7;? Ua) + Gab Pbc Te @'a

C

+ Oap 7?“7:)11) v+ (,Oab - Gab)pad Td (Gbcgci + ,Eb)?
where we used .

A.3. Proof of [Proposition 13, One can obtain the matching conditions almost the same
way as in the proof of [5, Theorem 2.1]. Indeed, the controlled Euler—Poincaré equations (44} and
the Euler-Poincaré equations with the (reduced) controlled Lagrangian ¢, match if p; in

and p; in are equal, i.e.,
(gib + Tab 7?1)7:}[) Ua + Gab Pbc 7?'c 7?1 + (pab - Gab)pad 77rd (Gbcgci + 7;b> =0.

Let us assume T2 = —0%Gy,;, which is equivalent to to the first matching condition in using
the definitions and of G4 and T2. Substituting 7;¢ = —0%Gy,; into the above displayed
equation, we obtain

Gai = pan(G* — o) Gei,
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but then this is satisfied if we assume the second matching condition in .
For the control law, we again mimic [5, Section 2.2] as follows: Notice from and that

7o — Gap pbd 7= —Ggp ’TOIZ v,
Using (44b)), (51b)), and the above equality, we have

= %(m — Gy p™ 7~Td>
ety
—Ggp % (T](-) 5g; vo‘>

= Gy 7’ (Dk‘sg Tpv® + & @a)

Uq

= Ga ij (Dké’g[ %;cﬁ v — & 1'}0‘)
— Gy 70 (55 Figvev® — €] oa)
= Gap <7§b Fagv® v’ — 721')0“),
where we used and the definitions of F and T from and in the third last three

equalities.

A.4. Proof of[Proposition 16, We employ the same Energy—Casimir method from [Appendix A.T]

Recall from [Example 15| that the controlled system is equivalent to the original system
whose inertia tensor I = diag(Iy, I2, I3) is replaced by I shown in :

J2
(Ih, 12, I3) — (-71 + 717 Iy + Jo, I3+ Js)-

Therefore, the controlled system possesses invariants & and {C'l}le defined by making the above
replacement in & and {C;}?_; (see (30), (36), and (37)); note that C3 = C3 = (I'3 + I'3)/2 because
it does not depend on (I1, I, I3). More specifically, we have

0 0 0 0
3 0 ~ I3+ J3 ) 0 ~ 0
Déa(<sl) = mYb 5 DOl(Csl) = 0 s DC2(<S]) = |1 5 DC3(C51) =10
0 0 0 0
mgl 0 0 1
Setting (c1, c2, ¢3) = (0, —mYp, —mgl), we have
D<é~a +c1Cy + 0 + Cgég) (C1) =0.
Then we also see that
I = D2 (é} + Clél + CQOQ + 0303) (Csl)
I+ mi*+ J} /o 0 0 0 0
0 Is+Js 0 —mlYy 0
= 0 0 m 0 0
0 —-mlYy 0 —mgl 0
0 0 0 0 —mgl
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The relevant tangent space is the null space

1 0
DCy(¢)T 0 0
ker Dég((sl)T =Qw=s1 [0| +s2 |0 |s1,82€R
DCs3(¢)T 0 1
0 0

Hence we have the quadratic form
T LAY 2
w' Hw = (I + ml® + — |s7 —mgl s3,
o
which is negative definite in (s1, s2) under the assumed condition (58]).
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