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Abstract

In this paper we give a survey of the recent progress in the search for both necessary and
sufficient conditions for small-time local controllability of affine control systems, and discuss in
detail various high-order phenomena – which are some of the obstacles a more complete theory
has to overcome – and exhibit the techniques which allow one to show (non-)controllability of
individual such systems, thereby proving new conditions, both necessary and sufficient ones.

1 Introduction

The object of our studies are affine control systems of the form

ẋ(t) = f0(x(t)) +
κ∑

i=1

ui(t)f i(x(t))

x(0) = 0 (1)

u(·) ∈ U ⊂⊂ Rκ

where x ∈ Rn, and f0, . . . , fκ are smooth (typically real analytic) vectorfields on Rn, f0(0) = 0,
and the control u is a measurable function taking values in a compact subset U of Rκ containing
zero in its interior. We mostly consider single-input systems, i.e. κ = 1, and then usually have U
an symmetric interval about zero.

Such systems are a natural generalization of the linear system

ẋ = Ax + Bu (2)

which are so often employed in engineering applications. One ultimate goal of the study of systems
of form (1) is to find stabilizing feedback laws. A solution to this problem is of utmost importance
for a successful implementation in automatic control into nonlinear environments. Standing in the
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way to such a solution are many difficult problems, which are of high mathematical interest in
their own right. One of these problems is (small-time) local controllability (or reachability), which
essentially asks for the set of points which may be reached from a given initial point by solutions of
system (1). On a purely formal level any solution to this problem may be thought of as a nonlinear
open mapping theorem (for mappings from a function space into a finite dimensional space), thus
explaining the deepness and intricacy of this problem.

Many different notions of controllability have been developped, for a survey see section 2.3 of
[23]. Here we only will use accessibility and small-time local controllability (STLC) (about an
equilibrium point). The attainable set AU (t) at time t > 0 is the set of all points which can be
reached in time t by solutions of (1). We say (1) is accessible if AU (t) has n-dimensional interior for
all t > 0, and we say (1) is small-time locally controllable if AU (t) contains the equilibrium (i.e. the
reference solution) x ≡ 0 in its interior for all t > 0. (Here a regrettable confusion of terminology
has occurred, as intuitively one would like to call this property small-time local reachability from
zero, while small-time local controllability should refer to that the equilibrium can be reached from
a neighbourhood in small time. However, in our setting these two notions are symmetric under
time reversal, and we shall stick to the now established definition as given above.)

We recall the Kalman-Rank-Condition which is both a necessary and sufficient condition for
both local controllability and accessibility of the linear system (2):

Theorem 1.1 If and only if rank{B,AB, . . . , An−1B} = n then 0 ∈intAU (t) for all t > 0.

In the nonlinear case, however, a system may be accessible without being locally controllable; for
example consider the system

Example 1.1
ẋ1(t) = u(t) x(0) = 0
ẋ2(t) = x2

1 |u(·)| ≤ 1.
(3)

The for engineering applications important and for mathematicians more interesting property is, of
course, local controllability. Indeed, it is not too hard to find necessary and sufficient conditions for
accessibility (at least in the analytic case) once the matrix language involving the matrices A and B

has been replaced by the corresponding Lie algebra language involving the vectorfields f0, . . . , fκ.
(For a statement of the theorem see section 2.)

Thus while accessibility is in itself of no major importance for nonlinear systems, the easily
checkable conditions for it remain important as a very first test for local controllability (since a
locally controllable system clearly must be accessible.)

There are many possible approaches to finding conditions for local controllability, leading to
different results and requiring different hypotheses. We here shall follow the road taken by Hermes,
Sussmann and others in the early 70s. The underlying philosophy is that for (analytic) systems of
form (1) the entire information about local properties of the system (e.g. local controllability) is
contained in the values of the iterated Lie brackets of the vectorfields f0, . . . , fκ evaluated at the
initial point x = 0. Moreover, these values are in principle easily computable (possibly involving
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some symbolic computations in the case of higher order Lie brackets). Therefore it is a very natural
approach to look for conditions for small-time local controllability in terms of the elements of the
Lie algebra generated by the vector fields f0, . . . , fκ evaluated at x = 0.

In other cases, e.g. nonsmooth vectorfields, different approaches are necessary as the Lie series
techniques will often only yield little information. To only name a few examples, powerful techniques
have been developed for systems posessing sufficient symmetries (e.g. Crouch and Byrnes [6]), so
that actions of a symmetry group group of the system allow one to deduce controllability. As
another example, results allowing nonsmooth systems (e.g. only Lipschitz) have been obtained by
Frankowska [7, 8]. Alternatively, a more algebraic approach has been taken by Knobloch [16] and
Wagner [29].

We already mentioned that from a purely formal point of view any result for local controllability
may be viewed as a nonlinear open mapping theorem. But also local controllability is very closely
related to optimal control: On one side one looks for conditions for a reference trajectory to lie in the
interior, on the other side on looks for conditions for a reference trajectory to lie on the boundary
of the attainable sets (or the attainable funnel in (t, x)-space), and naturally sufficient conditions
for one problem readily translate into necessary conditions for the other one, and conversely.

Finally, even in the study of second order differential operators (and stochastic processes) our
problem of local controllability plays an important role, as for example what we call attainable set
is precisely the domain on which a strong maximum principle for hypoelliptic operators holds [28].

2 Terminology and technical preliminaries

For the most part we will consider single-input systems, i.e. κ = 1. In this case we will write u and
g instead of u1 and f1. The solution to system (1) at time t > 0 corresponding to the control u is
denoted by x(t, u) = x(t, u)(0). In the few cases that the initial condition x(0) = 0 is replaced by
x(0) = x0 we write x(t, u)(x0) for the solution.) The attainable set at time t > 0 (corresponding
to the control set U) is AU (t) = {x(t, u) : u(s) ∈ U for s ∈ [0, t]}. In the single-input case we will
typically consider U = [−ε0, ε0], i.e. the control-set a symmetric interval about the origin. In this
case we write Aε0(t) instead of A[−ε0,ε0](t).

The system (1) is accessible (from zero) if intAU (t) 6= ∅ for all t > 0. The system (1) is small-
time locally controllable (STLC) if 0 ∈ intAU (t) for all t > 0, and the system (1) is small-time
locally controllable with small controls STLCε (about zero) if 0 ∈ intAε0(t) for all ε0, t > 0. Thus,
STLCε is stronger than STLC, which in turn implies accessibility.

The Lie bracket of two smooth vectorfields v and w is [v, w] = (Dw)v − (Dv)w. (Note,
that in some places the negative of this expression is used.) We also use (ad v, w) = [v, w] and
(adi+1 v, w) = [v, (adi v, w)] for i = 1, 2, . . .. The Lie algebra generated by the set F of vectorfields
F = {f0, f1, . . . , fκ} is L(F) = L(f1, . . . , fκ, f0) (or L(g, f) if κ = 1). Its homogeneous compo-
nents L(k,l)(F) are spanned by all iterated brackets containing kj factors f j , j = 1, . . . , κ, and l

factors f0. Here k ∈ Z+
0 if κ = 1 and k is the multi-index (k1, . . . , kκ) ∈ (Z+

0 )κ otherwise.
In the single-input case the following notation is also standard: Sk(g, f) =

∑
j≤k

∑∞
l=1 L(j,l)(g, f),
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the subspace of L(g, f) spanned by all brackets containing at most k factors of the controlled field
g.

Finally for p ∈ Rn and C any set of vectorfields let C(p) = {v(p) : v ∈ C}. At several places
we will have to carefully distinguish between formal Lie brackets and the vectorfields obtained
by bracketing the fields f and g. We will use the convention that X0, X1, . . . , Xκ (or X,Y in the
single input case) denote indeterminates, which generate the free Lie algebra L(X ) (or L(Y, X)) with
homogeneous components L(k,l)(X ) (or L(k,l)(Y, X)) defined in the obvious way. The envelopping
algebra is A(X ) with homogeneous components A(k,l)(X ). Finally, we denote particular iterated
Lie brackets generally by using greek superscipts, e.g. Xπ, Xσ, Xπj , etc. The natural evaluation
homomorphism Φ = ΦF : L(X ) −→ L(F) which is defined on the generators by Φ(Xj) = f j , j =
0, 1, . . . κ shall in general not be mentioned explicitly, unless necessary to avoid confusion. Rather,
we will understand that if Xπ denotes a particular element of L(Y,X), then we use fπ for Φ(Xπ).

An important role in the theory is played by families of dilations (on a vector space). (For an
exhaustive treatment see [9].) Specifically, a one-parameter family of dilations on Rn (w.r.t. fixed
coordinates (x1, . . . , xn)) parametrized by t ∈ R+ is a family of maps ∆t(x) = (tr1x1, . . . , t

rnxn)
where r1, . . . , rn are nonnegative integers. A polynomial p is homogeneous of degree m, p ∈ Hm,
(w.r.t. the family ∆t of dilations) if p(∆t(x)) = tmp(x). We let Hm = 0 if m < 0. For example, if
∆t(x) = (tx1, t

2x2, t
6x3), then p(x) = x8

1 + x4
1x

2
2 + x3x2 ∈ H8. The subspaces Hm form a gradation

of the algebra P of polynomials in x = (x1, . . . , xn), i.e. Hm · Hm′ ⊆ Hm+m′ , Hm ∩ Hm′ = ∅ if
m 6= m′, and H =

⊕∞
m=0 Hm. (One may also consider the associated filtration P =

⋃∞
m=0 Pm with

Pm =
⊕m

j=0 Hj).
Corresponding to this notion of homogeneous polynomials there is a notion of homogeneous

vectorfields with polynomial coefficients: A vectorfield v(x) =
∑n

j=0 vj(x) ∂
∂xj

(with polynomial

coefficients vj(x) is homogeneous of degree −k w.r.t. ∆t if vHm ⊆ Hm−k for all m ∈ Z. We then
write v ∈ n

¯−k. Note that v ∈ n
¯−k if and only if vj ∈ Hrj−k for j = 1, . . . , n. For example with ∆t

as above v(x) = ∂
∂x1

+ x1
∂

∂x2
+ x3

1x2
∂

∂x3
∈ n

¯−1.
Observe that n

¯−k(n¯−lHm) ⊆ Hm−k−l and thus [n
¯−k, n¯−l] ⊆ n

¯−k−l. Also n
¯−k ∩ n

¯−l = ∅ if k 6= l

and n
¯

=
∑∞
−∞ n

¯−k, and thus {n
¯−k}k∈Z form a gradation of the Lie algebra n

¯
of vectorfields with

polynomial coefficients. Finally, observe that n
¯−ρ = {0} if ρ > maxn

j=1 rj , and thus L(n
¯−1), the

Lie algebra generated by n
¯−1 is nilpotent.

At some times it is very convenient to also consider compositions of dilations. In particular
we will use two-parameter families of dilations {∆ε,δ}ε,δ>0 defined by ∆ε,δ(x) = ∆(1)

ε (∆(2)
δ (x) =

(εr′1δr′′1 x1, . . . , ε
r′nδr′′nxn) with nonnegative integers r′j , r

′′
j , j = 1, . . . , n. The sets Hm,m′ and n

¯−k,−l

are defined in the obvious way.
Fundamental to this approach of small-time local controllability is the Lie-series formalism, in

particular the Chen-Fliess-series. (Again, for a comprehensive coverage of this topic we refer the
reader to [23].) Specifically, one considers the differential equation (or control-system)

Ṡ = S(X0 +
∑κ

j=1 uj(t)Xj)
S(0) = 1

(4)
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(with u(·) integrable) on A(X1, . . . , Xκ, X0), and one finds the unique solution

Ser(t, u) =
∑

I

aI(t, u)XI (5)

where I ranges over all multi-indices (i1, . . . , ir) with r ∈ Z+ and ij ∈ {0, . . . , κ}, XI = Xi1Xi2 · · ·Xir

and the coefficent aI(t, u) is the iterated integral

aI(t, u) =
∫ t

0
u(tr)

∫ tr

0
u(tr−1)

∫ tr−1

0
. . .

∫ t1

0
u(t2)u(t1) dt1dt2 . . . dtr. (6)

The importance of this series for our purposes lies in its role as an asymptotic series for the
propagation of an analytic function ψ along trajectories of (1). Specifically, if ψ : Rn −→ R is
analytic, then

ψ(x(t, u)) = ((Φ(Ser(t, u))ψ)(0) (7)

or equivalently
ψ(x(t, u)) =

∑

I

aI(t, u)(f Iψ)(0). (8)

For small times t ≥ 0 and analytic vectorfields f i this series converges locally uniformly (for details
see [23]).

Note that the iterated integrals aI(t, u) are homogeneous in the following sense. (Here we
only consider the single-input case κ = 1, the multi-input case being similar in proper multi-index
notation.) For a fixed control u = u1,1 : [0, T ] −→ [−ε0, ε0] and ε, δ > 0 define uε,δ : [0, δT ] −→
[−εε0, εε0] by uε,δ(δt) = εu1,1(t). Letting Ij the number of ij in I which are equal to j = 0, 1 one
obtains

aI(δt, uε,δ) = εI1δI0+I1aI(t, u1,1). (9)

Closely related is the following scaling lemma which applies to systems which are homogeneous w.r.t.
a two-parameter family of dilations. Here we only give the single-input version, the extension to
several controlled fields being simple, but a notational nuisance.

Lemma 2.1 If ∆ε,δ is a two parameter family of dilations on Rn such that f0 ∈ n
¯ 0,−1 and f1 =

∂
∂x1

∈ n
¯ −1,−1, then x(δt, uε,δ) = ∆ε,δ(x(t, u1,1) for every admissible control u = u1,1.

Corollary 2.2 Under the same hypotheses as in the lemma the attainable sets are homogeneous
in the following sense ∆ε,δAε0(t) = Aεε0(δt).

Proof (of the lemma): We show that t −→ x(δt, uε,δ) and t −→ ∆ε,δ(x(t, u1,1)) are both solution
to the same initial value problem

ẏ(t) = δf(y(t)) + δuε,δ(δt)f1(y(t))
= δf(y(t)) + δu1,1(t)f1(y(t));

y(0) = 0.

(10)

Observe that from the hypothesis necessarily < dx1; f >≡ 0 must hold, and we may write
f(x) =

∑n
j=2 aj(x) ∂

∂xj
with polynomials aj(x) ∈ Hrj ,sj−1, where rj , sj are nonegative integers with
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∆ε,δ(x) = (εr1δs1x1, . . . , ε
rnδsnxn). Verify x(δ0, uε,δ) = 0 = ∆ε,δ(x(0, u1,1)). Also, in the first com-

ponent d
dtx1(δt, uε,δ) = δuε,δ(δt) = εδu1,1(t) and d

dt(∆ε,δ(x(t, u1,1)))1 = εδ d
dtx1(t, u1,1) = εδu1,1(t).

For j > 1 we have d
dtxj(δt, uε,δ) = δaj(x(δt, uε,δ)) and

d
dt(∆ε,δ(x(t, u1,1)))j = εrjδsj d

dtxj(t, u1,1)
= δ εrjδsj−1aj(x(t, u1,1))
= δ aj(∆(x(t, u1,1))).

(11)

A basic tool to prove general theorems about local controllability as well as optimality, but also
to obtain information about the geometry of individual systems where the known theorems fail, are
local approximation cones to the attainable set, and the associated families of admissible control
variations.
Definition. A vector ξ ∈ Rn is an m-th order tangent vector to the attainable set(s) at zero, if
there is a one-parameter family of points q(s) ∈ AU (s), s ≥ 0 such that q(s) = ξsm + o(sm). Here
o(s) is such that lims→0

o(sm)
sm = 0.

The set of all m-th order tangent vectors is denoted Km and K =
⋃∞

m=1 Km. Sometimes
it is more convenient to work with the cones generated by these tangent vectors, and we use
Km =

⋃
λ>0 λKm and K =

⋃
λ>0 λK.

As a consequence of f0(0) = 0 the sets Km, m > 0 form an increasing sequence of convex
cones. We may remind the reader that in general the attainable set may well have inward corners,
and even inward cusps, and and that because of this the local approximating cones as employed
say in the various versions of the Maximal Principle or when considering controllability about a
nonstationary reference trajectory have to be defined in a much more restrictive way than in above
definition. Specifically one finds in this special case:

Lemma 2.3 Let Km be defined as above.
(i) If λ ∈ [0, 1], then λmKm ⊆ Km.
(ii) If m ≤ l, then Km ⊆ Kl.
(iii) If v(1), v(2) ∈ Km and λ ∈ [0, 1], then λmv(1) + (1− λ)mv(2) ∈ Km.

Thus the sets Km form an increasing sequence of truncated cones which are almost convex.
Proof: (i) Let λ ∈ [0, 1] and v ∈ Km. Fix a one-parameter family {us}s≥0 of control variations
us : [0, s] −→ U such that x(s, us) = vsm + o(sm), s ≥ 0. Define the controls ũs : [0, s] −→ U by

ũs(t) =

{
0 if 0 ≤ t < (1− λ)s
us(t− (1− λ)s) if (1− λ)s ≤ t ≤ s,

(12)

and clearly x(s, ũs) = x(λs, uλs) = (λmv)sm + λmo(sm).
(ii) Let λ, v and {us}s≥0 be as in (i). Also let l > m. We only have to consider 0 ≤ s ≤ 1 and thus
may define:

ūs(t) =

{
0 if 0 ≤ t < s− sl/m

usm/l(t− sl/m) if s− sl/m ≤ t ≤ s.
(13)
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and clearly x(s, ūs) = x(sm/l, usm/l) = v(sm/l)l + o((sm/l)l) = vsm + o(sm).
(iii) Let {u(1)

s }s≥0 and {u(2)
s }s≥0 be families of control variations generating the m-th order tangent

vectors v(1) and v(2), respectively. For λ ∈ [0, 1] define the family of control variations {uλ
s}s≥0 by

uλ
s (t) =





u
(1)
λs (t) if o ≤ t < λs

u
(2)
(1−λ)s(t− λs) if λs ≤ t ≤ s.

(14)

The conclusion x(s, uλ
s ) = (λmv(1) + (1− λ)mv(2))sm + osm) is a direct consequence of Gronwall’s

lemma. (See also the appendix.)
The main value of the cones Km is that they are approximating cones in the following sense:

Theorem 2.4 If K′ is a closed convex cone (with vertex 0 ∈ Rn) such that K′ \ {0} ⊆ intKm for
some m < ∞ then there are constants C, T > 0 such that K′∩B(0, Ctm) ⊆ AU (t) for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T .

Corollary 2.5 If Km = Rn then there are constants C, T > 0 such that B(0, Ctm) ⊆ AU (t) for
all 0 ≤ t ≤ T .

The theorem can be seen as the statement that the minimum-time map is locally Hölder continuous
with exponent 1/m in the direction of K′.

The proof of this theorem is constructive and can be used to synthesize some stabilizing feedback
laws (for the time-reversed system). An outline of the proof is given in the appendix. A similar
theorem for a more general setting with an indirect proof is given in Frankowska [7, 8].

To explicitly generate and compute tangent vectors to the attainable sets it is sufficient and
usual to consider one-parameter families of control variations us : [0, s] −→ U (of the zero reference
control) and the terminal points q(s) = x(s, us) of the associated trajectories.

Note that we do not require any continuity of the selection s −→ us whatsoever in order to
obtain above convexity results. This makes the cones we consider here very different from those
usually employed in the theory of optimality, e.g. in the many versions of the Maximal Principle.

3 Survey of conditions for STLC

Before we come to conditions for small-time local controllability we need the following criterion for
accessibility:

Theorem 3.1 (Hermann-Nagano) If dimL(f0, . . . , fκ)(0)=n then intAU(t) 6= ∅ for all t > 0.
Moreover if the vectorfields f i, i = 0, 1, . . . , κ are analytic then dimL(f0, . . . , fκ)(0) = n is also
necessary for intAU (t) 6= ∅ for all t > 0.

Blanket Hypothesis: Unless otherwise stated we shall from now on always assume that dimL(f0,

, . . . , fκ)(0) = n since otherwise (in the case of analytic vectorfields) we we may restrict our attention
to the smaller integral manifold of L(f0, . . . , fκ) through zero.

The first sufficient condition for STLC is the Linear Test:
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Theorem 3.2 If span{(adνf0, f j)(0) : ν = 0, 1, . . . ; j = 1, . . . , κ} = Rn then the system (1) is
STLC.

The close relation of this theorem to the Kalman Rank condition (Theorem 1.1) is immediate, and
indeed, this theorem may be thought of as the statement: If the linearization of the system (1) is
STLC then so is the system (1) itself. (The converse is, of course, not true.)

The most simple system for which the linear test fails to hold is (3) which clearly is not con-
trollable. Here g = ∂

∂x1
, f = x2

1
∂

∂x2
, [g, f ] = 2x1

∂
∂x2

, [g, [g, f ]] = 2 ∂
∂x2

, all other brackets (modulo
anticommutativity and the Jacobi identity) are identically zero. The only brackets which do not
vanish at x = 0 are g(0) = ∂

∂x1
and [g, [g, f ]](0) = 2 ∂

∂x2
; the second bracket being nonzero at x = 0

essentially determines the non-controllability of the system. This example motivates the following
necessary condition for STLC which in optimal control theory is known as the Legendre-Clebsch
condition.

Theorem 3.3 (Hermes [10], Sussmann [24]) If the system (1) is STLC then [g, [g, f ]](0) ∈
S1(g, f)(0).

Example 3.1
ẋ1 = u x(0) = 0
ẋ2 = xm

1 |u(·)| ≤ 1
(15)

For this system one easily calculates that g(0) = ∂
∂x1

, and (admg, f)(0) = m! ∂
∂x2

, are the only
brackets not vanishing at zero. Also it is not too difficult to see that the system (15) is STLC if
and only if m is an odd integer. This example motivates the Hermes Condition:

Theorem 3.4 (Hermes [10], Sussmann [24])
If S2k(g, f)(0) ⊆ S2k−1(g, f)(0) for all k ∈ Z+ then system (1) is STLC.

Note that this condition does not require brackets containing an even number of factors of the
controlled field g to vanish at the origin, but rather only requires them to be (at zero) expressible
as linear combinations of brackets containing fewer factors g.

The basic idea why brackets containing an odd number of factors of the controlled field g are
never obstructions to controllability is as follows: Those iterated integrals aI(t, u) in the Chen-
Fliess-series with I1 odd are homogeneous of an odd degree in the control u, and thus aI(t,−u) =
−aI(t, u). Consequently, if all brackets containing an even number of factors of the controlled field
g vanish at the origin, and the family of control variations ũs generates the tangent vector fπ(0),
then the family −ũs generates the tangent vector −fπ(0). Here u −→ −u is an input symmetry
which leads to a symmetry of the attainable set if all brackets with an even number of factors g

vanish at zero.
If not all these brackets vanish at zero, but they are linear combinations of brackets with

fewer factors g, then one considers families of control variations essentially parametrized by their
amplitude, e.g. uε = εu1, ε > 0. Now one uses that the iterated integrals aI(t, u) are homogeneous
of order I1 in the control-amplitude, i.e. aI(t, uε) = εI1aI(t, u1), and clearly as ε goes to zero those
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coefficients aI(t, u) with I1 small will dominate those with I1 large. The hard part in the proof is
to show that several such neutralizations can be done simultaneously.

The necessary condition corresponding to Theorem 3.4 is:

Theorem 3.5 (Stefani [21]) If (1) is STLC then (ad2mg, f)(0) ∈ S2m−1(0) for all m ∈ Z+.

The proof of this theorem uses that there is precisely one term corresponding to the brackets
(ad2mY, X) in the Chen-Fliess series, this iterated integral being always nonnegative, and moreover
it can be shown that for sufficiently small times t > 0 it always dominates the remaining part of
the series corresponding to terms with at least 2m factors Y . The proof of this last assertion is
based on a repeated use of the Hölder inequality to estimate the size of all aI(t, u) with I1 ≥ 2m

and a rough estimate of how many such coefficients for each fixed length |I| have to be considered.
Geometrically, if (ad2mg, f)(0) 6∈ S2m−1(g, f)(0), then in first approximation the attainable set

lies (for small times) on one side of the hyperplane through zero perpendicular to (ad2mg, f)(0). In
other words every tangent vector in K has a nonnegative projection on (ad2mg, f)(0).

However not all brackets containing an even number of factors Y need to be neutralized to give
STLC as was first shown in the following example:

Example 3.2 (Stefani [19])

ẋ1 = u x(0) = 0
ẋ2 = x1 |u(·)| ≤ 1
ẋ3 = x3

1x2

(16)

One easily computes that the only brackets (modulo the Jacobi identity) which do not vanish at
zero are: g(0) = ∂

∂x1
, [g, f ](0) = ∂

∂x2
, and [[g, f ], (adg, f)(0) = 6 ∂

∂x3
,. The last bracket contains 4

factors of the controlled field, and thus is a possible obstruction to STLC. However, an explicit
construction of controls shows that 0 ∈ intA1(t) for all t > 0.

A close examination of this and similar systems revealed the following reasoning why these are
controllable: If ũ : [0, T ] −→ [−1, 1] is a control such that x1(T, ũ) = x2(T, ũ) = 0, and x3(T, ũ) 6= 0,
then for the time-reversed control ũ−1 (which is defined by ũ−1(t) = ũ(T − t)) one easily verifies
that x1(T, ũ−1) = x2(T, ũ−1) = 0, but also x3(T, ũ)x3(T, ũ−1) < 0. The change of sign in the
last component occurs because the bracket Xπ = [[Y,X], (ad3Y, X)] of type (4, 2) contains an even
total number of factors X and Y . This corresponds to an even number of integrations in the
corresponding iterated integral, which leads to a change of sign under the symmetry operation time
reversal. (xi(T, ũ) = 0, i = 1, 2 is necessary in order for the boundary terms to vanish, when
manipulating the integral.)

The time reversal as illustrated above is one main ingredient to Sussmann’s general theorem
(s.b.), another one is illustrated in the following example.

Example 3.3 (Sussmann [24])

ẋ1 = u x(0) = 0
ẋ2 = x1 |u(·)| ≤ 1
ẋ3 = x2

2 + x3
1

(17)
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In (17) the important brackets are (ad2[g, f ], f)(0) = 2 ∂
∂x3

and (ad3g, f)(0) = 6 ∂
∂x3

, which are of
types (2, 3) and (3, 1) respectively, so that the Hermes condition (Theorem 3.4) fails However, one
can show that this system is STLC. The idea is as follows: Even though the possible obstruction
to STLC (ad2[Y,X], X) contains fewer factors Y than the bracket(ad3Y, X), it is of greater total
length, and thus the associated integrals in the Chen-Fliess series are homogeneous of order 5 in t

as opposed to order 4 for the second bracket.
Thus instead of considering families of control variations parametrized by the amplitude, here

one considers controls parametrized by the length of time that they are different from the zero
reference control. Specifically, for any fixed control u1,1 : [0, T ] −→ U consider the one-parameter
family of controls u1,δ : [0, δT ] −→ U defined by u1,δ(δt) = u1,1(t), and one finds aI(δT, u1,δ) =
δ|I|aI(t, u1,1). Intuitively, for δ −→ 0 the integrals corresponding to brackets of shorter length
dominate those corresponding to brackets of greater total length.

Combining these families of control variations with those introduced earlier (those parametrized
by the amplitude), and also the input symmetries u −→ −u and u −→ u−1 one arrives after metic-
ulous work at the following special version of Sussmann’s general theorem on sufficient conditions
for STLC:

Theorem 3.6 (Sussmann [26]) If there is a weight Θ ∈ [0, 1] such that for all brackets Xπ of
type (k, l) with k even and l odd there are brackets Xπj of type (kj , lj) with kj + Θlj < k + Θl such
that fπ(0) is a linear combination of fπj (0) then the system (1) is STLC.

The general theorem of Sussmann applies to the multi-input case (allowing different weights for the
various controlled fields), case, and also allows the brackets of type (even,odd) in above statement
to be replaced by more general ”fixed elements of a group of input symmetries”. Since presently we
do not know of any other practical input symmetries, we here shall only use above version and refer
the interested reader to the original paper for the statement of the general version of the theorem.

Pictorially, the statement of Theorem 3.6 is as follows: Graph the homogeneous subspaces
L(k,l)(Y, X) as the (k, l)-th entries of an infinite matrix. The only ”bad” brackets (i.e.possible
obstructions to STLC) are of type (even,odd). But the possible obstructions in (2k, 2l + 1) may be
neutralized by all brackets in types which lie above the line through (2k, 2l + 1) with slope Θ, see
figure 3.

Note, that several bad brackets in a given system may be neutralized simultaneously in above
manner, but the weight Θ has to be the same in all these neutralizations.

In terms of families of control variations the weight Θ determines how the two different families
of control variations from above are to be combined. In particular, starting with the two-parameter
family of control variations {uε,δ}ε,δ>0} defined by uε,δ(δt) = εu1,1(t) one sets ε = s1−Θ and
δ = sΘ to obtain a one-parameter family of control variations {us1−Θ,sΘ}s≥0, which finally leads to
aI(sΘt, us1−Θ,sΘ) = sI1+ΘI0aI(t, u1,1).

Above theorem has been slightly extended in such a way that brackets of the form (adνX0, Xπ)
of type (k + ν, l) may be treated in certain cases like brackets of type (k, l), i.e. outside factors of
the uncontrolled (or drift-) vector field f0 do not count:
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Figure 1: Neutralizing bad brackets

Theorem 3.7 (Bianchini-Stefani [1], Hermes-Kawski [11]) If there is a weight Θ ∈ [0, 1]
such that for all brackets Xπ of type (k, l) with k even and l odd there are brackets Xπj of type
(kj , lj) with kj +Θlj < k+Θl and νj ≥ 0 such that fπ(0) is a linear combination of (adνjf0, fπj )(0)
then the system (1) is STLC.

For brackets of type (2, 3) the complementary necessary condition has been proven (s.b.). However,
in general brackets of type (even,odd) need not be bad brackets as will be shown in the next section.

Theorem 3.8 (Kawski [13, 14]) If (1) is STLCε and Xπ ∈ L(2,3)(Y, X) then fπ(0) ∈ (S1(Y, X)(0)+
{(adνf, (ad3g, f))(0) : ν ≥ 1 }).

Note, that the two last theorems specify a certain set of brackets of type (3, ·) which can neutralize
brackets of type (2, 3), while the other brackets of the same typee (3, ·) cannot neutralize brackets
of type (2, 3). This necessary distinction of brackets of the same causes the proof to become even
more technical, and also makes one expect much increased difficulties when trying to prove similar
necessasry conditions for STLC pertaining to brackets of type (even,odd) of higher order (greater
length).

Comparing theorems 3.5 and 3.6 on one side and 3.4 and 3.8 on the other side, one observes a
large gap betwen necessary and sufficient conditions for STLC (even for the single-input system).
In the following sections we shall venture into this gap from various sides, and explore the high
order phenomena which make it so difficult to find simultaneously sharp necessary and sufficient
conditions for STLC.
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At this point we may remark that some of the conditions for STLC about an equilibrium point
given above carry over to small-time local controllability about a (not necessarily constant) reference
trajectory. One of the main differences is that in that case even brackets of type (even,even) may
be the first obstructions to small-time local controllability In the case of f(0) = 0, if a bracket fπ

is neutralized by the brackets fπj , j = 1, 2, . . . , then (adνf, fπ) is neutralized by (adνf, fπj ), j =
1, 2, . . . . This is not necessarily true in the case of a nonconstant reference trajectory x̃, and in
Bianchini-Stefani [2] an example of a system is given in which all brackets of type (even,odd) are
neutralized as in theorem 3.6, but the system is nonetheless not locally controllable about a reference
trajectory due to the bracket [X, [Y, [Y, X]]] of type (2,2) which is not neutralized.

4 Good brackets of type (even,odd)

In this section we show that there are more brackets of type (even,odd) than those of form
(adνX0, Xπ) (with ν ≥ 1) that need not be neutralized in order to give small-time local con-
trollability.

We first consider the following system on R4:
Example 4.1.

ẋ1 = u x(0) = 0
ẋ2 = x1 |u(·)| ≤ 1
ẋ3 = 1

6x3
1

ẋ4 = x2x3

(18)

One easily computes the at zero nonvanishing brackets: g(0) = ∂
∂x1

, [g, f ](0) = ∂
∂x2

, (ad3g, f)(0) =
∂

∂x3
, and fπ(0) = [(ad3g, f), (ad2f, g)](0) = ∂

∂x4
. Note that the bracket Xπ is of type (4, 3), not of

the form (adνX, Xσ) for any ν ≥ 1, and fπ(0) is not a linear combination of any other brackets at
zero, and thus Xπ has to be considered a potential obstruction to STLC by the theorems in the
previous section. However, the system (18) is STLC. To show this, observe that the system (18)
is homogeneous w.r.t. the two-parameter family of dilations ∆ε,δ(x) = (εδx1, εδ

2x2, ε
3δ4x3, ε

4δ7x4)
in the sense that w.r.t. this dilation f ∈ n0,−1 and g ∈ n−1,−1. Therefore Aε(δt) = ∆ε,δA1(t) for
all ε, δ ∈ (0, 1].

By the Hermes Condition (Theorem 3.4) the (x1, x2, x3)-subsystem is STLC, and one easily
generates suitable positive multiples of ± ∂

∂xj
, j = 1, 2, 3, as 1st, 2nd and 4th order tangent vectors,

respectively. To generate a positive multiple of + ∂
∂x4

as a 7th order tangent vector consider the
family of control variations uδ : [0, 4δ] −→ [−1, 1], δ ∈ (0, 1] defined by u1(t) = 1 if t ∈ [0, 1] ∪ [3, 4]
and u1(t) = −1 if t ∈ (1, 3], and uδ(δt) = u1(t). One easily verifies that x(4δ, uδ) = (0, 0, 0, δ7y4)
for some suitable constant y4 > 0.

To generate − ∂
∂x4

as a 7th order tangent vector consider the following control variation uξ,η :

12



[0, 2T + η] −→ [−1, 1] (with ξ, η as chosen below) defined by (here Tξ = 4 + 2ξ)

uξ,η(t) =





1 if t ∈ [0, 1) ∪ [2 + ξ, 3 + 2ξ)
− 1 if t ∈ [1, 2 + ξ) ∪ [3 + 2ξ, Tξ)
0 if t ∈ [Tξ, tξ + η]
−uξ,η(t− Tξ − η) if t ∈ [Tξ + η, 2Tξ + η].

(19)

Then some elementary calculations give that for all s ∈ [0, η]:

x1(Tξ, u
ξ,η) = x1(Tξ + s, uξ,η) = 0,

x2(Tξ, u
ξ,η) = x2(Tξ + s, uξ,η) = 2− ξ2, and

x3(Tξ, u
ξ,η) = x3(Tξ + s, uξ,η) = 2− ξ4

(20)

Also xj(2Tξ + η, uξ,η) = 0 for j = 1, 2, 3 and all choices of ξ, η ≥ 0. We let C(ξ) = x4(Tξ, u
ξ,η) =∫ Tξ

0 x2(s, uξ,η)x3(s, uξ,η) ds. One easily verifies that C(0) > 0 and x4(2Tξ+η) = 2C(ξ)+η(2−ξ2)(2−
ξ4). Choose 4

√
2 < ξ < 2

√
2 and η > 2C(ξ)(2−ξ2)−1(2−ξ4)−1 and one obtains x4(2Tξ +η, uξ,η) < 0.

Now use the homogenuity of the system to obtain a suitable positive multiple of − ∂
∂x4

as a 7th

order tangent vector via the usual scaling of the control, i.e. uξ,η
δ (δt) = uξ,η(t) for δ ∈ (0, 1].

In our construction we made use of that fj(E1) = 0 for j = 1, 2, 3 where E1 is the hyperplane
{x : x1 = 0}, and that on the intersection of E1 with any neighbourhood of x = 0 f4(x) = x2x3

takes both negative and positive values.
Note that Example 4.1 generalizes in an obvious way, namely by replacing ẋ3 = 1

6x3
1 by ẋ3 =

1
(2m−1)!x

2m−1
1 for any integer m ≥ 2. The computations remain essentially unchanged, and if one

chooses 2m
√

2 < ξ < 2
√

2 then one obtains −fπm = −[(ad2m−1g, f), (ad2f, g)] = ∂
∂x4

as a (2m + 3)th

order tangent vector. Summarizing, we have:

Proposition 4.1 For every integer m ≥ 2 the systems

ẋ1 = u x(0) = 0
ẋ2 = x1 |u(·)| ≤ 1
ẋ3 = x2m−1

1

ẋ4 = x2x3

(21)

are STLC and thus the associated brackets [(ad2m−1Y, X), (ad2X,Y )] of type (2m, 3) need not be
obstructions that have to be neutralized in order to give STLC.

To obtain new general sufficient or necessary conditions for STLC one has to consider all brackets
in one homogeneous component at one time. We illustrate this by considering L(4,3)(Y, X) which
is free of rank five. We consider the following system on R12:





ẋ1 = u ẋ7 = 1
6x3

1x2 x(0) = 0

ẋ2 = x1 ẏ1 = x6 |u(·)| ≤ 1

ẋ3 = 1
2x2

1 ẏ2 = 1
2x2

3

ẋ4 = 1
6x3

1 ẏ3 = 1
4x2

1x
2
2

ẋ5 = 1
24x4

1 ẏ4 = x7

ẋ6 = x5 ẏ5 = x2x4

(22)
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This system is clearly not STLC (e.g. because of x3(t, u) ≥ 0 for all t ≥ 0, u admissible). In this
case we are interested in the projection of the attainable sets on the y-subspace. We compute the
values of the following brackets at zero:

fπ1(0) = (ad2f, (ad4g, f))(0) = ∂
∂y1

fπ2(0) = (ad2(ad2g, f), f)(0) = ∂
∂y2

fπ3(0) = (ad2[g, f ], (ad2g, f))(0) = ∂
∂y3

fπ4(0) = [f, [[f, g], (ad3g, f)]](0) = ∂
∂y4

fπ5(0) = [(ad2f, g), (ad3g, f)](0) = ∂
∂y5

(23)

Note, that all these brackets are of type (4, 3), and they are linearly independent vectors at x = 0.
Also, L(4,3)(Y, X) is free of rank five, and therefore Xπ1 , . . . , Xπ5 form a basis of this homogeneous
subspace of the free Lie algebra. Observe, that there are at least three independent supporting hy-
perplanes of the attainable set in the y-subspace. Also, one may show that the (x1, x2, x4, x7, y5, y6)-
subsystem is STLC, and therefore three is the maximal number of independent supporting hyper-
planes of the attainable set in the y-subspace.

Thus, there are three bad and two good brackets of type (4, 3). Above basis for L(4,3)(Y, X) is nice
because it splits into bases {Xπ1 , Xπ2 , Xπ3} for the bad and {Xπ4 , Xπ5} for the good subspace. For
the higher order homogeneous subspaces of the free Lie algebra on two generators it is not known
how to find similar nice basis. (Already in the next interesting homogeneous subspace L(4,5)(Y,X),
which is free of rank 14, the Philipp-Hall- and the Chen-Fox-Lyndon bases no longer split in such
a way.)

5 Neutralizing and balancing bad brackets

In this section we give a new necessary condition for neutralizing bad brackets and also consider
the case when a bad bracket is not neutralized by lower order brackets, but a pair of bad brackets is
balancing each other to possibly give STLC. We shall give examples for various cases, in particular
pairs of brackets of different type and pairs of brackets of the same type.

Also, the controllability of the system may depend on the relative lengths of the vectors obtained
by evaluating the brackets at zero. In this case one may consider a one-parameter family of such
control systems, and in particular look at the critical value when the system changes from STLC to
not STLC. In the three-dimensional example we give here, we will find nontrivial periodic extremals
(solutions to the Hamilton-Jacobi-Belmann equations) which foliate some portion of the boundary
of the attainable set.

First consider the following two control systems on R4:

Example 5.1
ẋ1 = u x(0) = 0
ẋ2 = x1 |u(·)| ≤ ε0

ẋ3 = x2 λ > 0
ẋ4 = x2

2 − λx4
1

(24)
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Example 5.2
ẋ1 = u x(0) = 0
ẋ2 = x1 |u(·)| ≤ ε0

ẋ3 = x2 λ > 0
ẋ4 = x2

3 − λx4
1

(25)

Certain aspects of the first system have been discussed in [20]. (Note, that in the first system
the x3-component is insignificant for questions about controllability and has only been introduced
to facilitate the comparison of these two systems.) The brackets which do not vanish at zero are
g(0) = ∂

∂x1
, [g, f ](0) = ∂

∂x2
, (ad2f, g)(0) = ∂

∂x3
, and (ad4g, f)(0) = −24λ ∂

∂x4
in both systems; and

(ad2[g, f ], f)(0) = 2 ∂
∂x4

in the first system, and (ad2(ad2f, g), f)(0) = 2 ∂
∂x4

in the second system.
From the linear theory it is clear that suitable positive multiples of ± ∂

∂xj
, j = 1, 2, 3 are j-th

order tangent vectors to the attainable set. We now show explicitly when and how one can obtain
(multiples of) ± ∂

∂x4
as tangent vectors. It is more convenient to do these calculations for the system

ẏ1 = u y(0) = 0
ẏ2 = y1 |u(·)| ≤ ε0

ẏ3 = y2

ẏ4 = y2
2

ẏ5 = y2
3

ẏ6 = y4
1

(26)

which has the advantage of being homogeneous w.r.t. the two-parameter family of dilations
∆ε,δ(y) = (εδy1, εδ

2y2, εδ
3y3, ε

2δ5y4, ε
2δ7y5, ε

4δ5y6) in the sense that w.r.t. this dilation f ∈ n
¯0,−1

and g ∈ n
¯−1,−1, and therefore the attainable set is homogeneous, also.

First choose a control u = u1,1 : [0, T ] −→ [−1, 1] for some T > 0 such that u 6≡ 0 and
yj(t, u1,1) = 0 for j = 1, 2, 3. For example the control u1,1 defined on [0, 4 + 2

√
2] by u1,1(t) = 1 if

t ∈ [0, 1] ∪ [2 +
√

2, 3 + 2
√

2] and u1,1(t) = −1 else satisfies these requirements.
Let Cj = yj(T, u1,1) for j = 4, 5, 6. Then

C4 =
∫ T
0 y2

2(s, u1,1) ds > 0

C5 =
∫ T
0 y2

3(s, u1,1) ds > 0

C6 =
∫ T
0 y4

1(s, u1,1) ds > 0

(27)

Define uε,δ : [0, δT ] −→ [−ε, ε] as usual by uε,δ(δt) = εu1,1(t), (uε,0 ≡ 0). Using the scaling-lemma
(Lemma 2.1), i.e. y(δt, uε,δ) = ∆ε,δ(y(t, u[1, 1])), for system (24) we obtain for system (25)

x(δT, uε,δ) = (0, 0, 0, ε2δ5(C4 − ε2λC6)), (28)

and for system (25)
x(δT, uε,δ) = (0, 0, 0, ε2δ7(C5 − (

ε

δ
)2λC6)) (29)
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Let η1 =
(

C4
λC6

) 1
2 and η2 =

(
C5
λC6

) 1
2 . Then in the second system the family {uη2s,2s}s>0 generates

+k1
∂

∂x4
, and the family {u2η2s,s}s>0 generates −k2

∂
∂x4

as a tangent vector (both of order nine)(with
suitable positive constants k1, k2.

In the first sytem the situation is more delicate. Here one can fix ε > 0 so small that (C4 −
ε2λC6) > 0 and then consider the one-parameter family of control variations {uε,s}s≥0 to generate
+ ∂

∂x4
as a fifth order tangent vector. But in general it will not be possible to generate − ∂

∂x4
as

tangent vector. Here the only way to reach points on the negative x4-axis is to modify the basic
control u = u1,1 in order to change the relative sizes of C4 and C6.

However, consider the C1-function φ : R4 −→ R defined by φ(x) = x4 + 1
ε0
|x2|x2x1 + 2

3ε2
0
x2x

3
1,

and one easily verifies

ε2
0(f + ug)(φ(x(t, u)) = (ε0|x2|+ 2x2

1)(ε0|x2|+ ux2) + (
2
3
− ε2

0λ)x4
1. (30)

Thus φ is nondecreasing along trajectories if λε2
0 ≤ 2

3 , and in this case the system is uncontrollable.
(Then clearly no point in the x1-plane with negative x4-coordinate may be reached.) On the other
hand one can explicitly show that the system is STLC if λε2

0 > 2
3 . The most interesting case is

however when equality holds. In this case we have that φ is constant along trajectories if the control
satisfies the feedback-law u = u(x) = −sgnx2. One easily sees that the corresponding trajectories
are periodic, and that they are solutions to the Hamilton-Jacobi equations.

To view this critical case, e.g. ε0 = 1 and λ = λ0 =
√

2
3 from a different perspective one may

first consider the following C1 change of coordinates (z1, z2, z3, z4) = (x1, x2, x3, φ(x)), and then
form the Hamiltonian H(p, z, u) = p1u + p2z1 + p3z2 + p4φ(x(z)). If one interprets the derivatives
in the system of equations

żj =
∂H(p, z, u)

∂pj
, ṗj = −∂H(p, z, u)

∂zj
, j = 1, 2, 3, 4. (31)

in a generalized sense, then one finds that above periodic trajectories foliating part of the boundary
of the attainable set correspond to solutions u = −sgnz2, p ≡ (0, 0, 0,−1), and z(t) satisfies |z2| −
2z2

1 ≡ 0 and z4 = const.. Remarkable is, that (only) after this nonsmooth change of coordinates
these distinguished extremals correspond to singular solutions of the Hamilton Jacobi equations
with constant co-state vector p.

The system (24) is closely related to the necessary condition Theorem 3.8, as essentially the
construction of the (along trajectories nondecreasing) function φ(x) together with the estimates
used to prove Theorem 3.5 show that the bad bracket (ad2[g, f ]), f) cannot be neutralized by
brackets containing four or more factors g. If one increases the number of integrators before taking
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a square then the situation becomes more intricate:

ẋ1 = u x(0) = 0
ẋ2 = x1 |u(·)| ≤ ε0

ẋ3 = x2 λ > 0
...

ẋn−1 = xn−2

ẋn = x2
n−1 − λxm

1

(32)

Here the important brackets are (ad2(adn−1X,Y )X) and (admY, X) which are of types (2, 2n− 1)
and (m, 1), respectively. By Sussmann’s theorem (Theorem 3.6) this system is STLC if m < 2n.
On the other hand if one finds that this system is not STLCε for some m = m(n) < ∞, then by a
similar reasoning as in Theorem 3.8 one may conclude that the bad bracket cannot be neutralized
by brackets containing more than m− 1 factors Y .

Due to the more intricate geometry of the boundary of the attainable set of system (32) the
construction of a similar function as above φ becomes much more difficult, and we only arrive at
the following condition which probably can be improved.

Proposition 5.1 The system (32) is not STLCε if m ≥ 2n.

This proposition follows directly from the following lemma.

Lemma 5.2 If f ∈ Cm−1(R,R) has an absolutely continuous (m−1)th derivative, |f (m)(·)| ≤ M a. e.

and |f (j)(0) = f (j)(t) = 0 for j = 0, 1, . . . , then
∫ t

0
f2(s) ds ≥ Kt2

m−2m
∫ t

0
(f (m−1)(s))2

m
ds (33)

where K is a constant depending on M and m only. (An estimate for K can be found in the proof,
s.b.)

Proof. First consider a differentiable function ξ ∈ C1 with absolutely continuous derivative ξ′ =
η, |η′| ≤ L. Then for m ≥ 1 and k ≥ 0 compute

d

dt
(|ξ|ξ2m−1 η2k+1

(2k + 1)L
) = |ξ|ξ2m−1η2k(

η′

L
) + |ξ|2m−1η2k+2(

2m

(2k + 1)L
), (34)

and

d

dt

(
ξ2m−1 (2m)η2k+3

(2k + 1)(2k + 3)L

)
= ξ2m−1η2k+2 2m

(2k + 1)L
(
η′

L
)

+ ξ2m−2η2k+4(
2m(2m− 1)

(2k + 1)(2k + 3)L2
),

Combining the appropriate terms and using that (η′
L ) ≤ 1 we may conclude that

d

dt

{
(2m)(2m− 1)

(2k + 1)(2k + 3)L2

∫ t

0
ξ2m−2(s)η2k+4(s) ds

}
≤ d

dt

{∫ t

0
ξ2m(s)η2k(s) ds

+
1

(2k + 1)L
|ξ|ξ2m−1(t)η2k+1(t) +

2m

(2k + 1)(2k + 3)L
ξ2m−1(t)η2k+3(t)

}
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Thus if η(0) = η(t) = 0 then upon integrating one obtains
∫ t

0
ξ2m(s)η2k(s) ds ≥ (2m)(2m− 1)

(2k + 1)(2k + 3)L2

∫ t

0
ξ2m−2(s)η2k+4(s) ds (35)

and inductively ∫ t

0
ξ2m(s) ds ≥ (2m)!

(4m− 1)!!
L2m

∫ t

0
η2k+4(s) ds (36)

The lemma follows by successively applying inequality (36) to the derivatives of the function f ,
observing that if |f (j)(·)| ≤ Lj , and f (j−1)(0) = f (j−1)(t) = 0, then |f (j−1)(s)| ≤ 1

2Ljt (this last
expression may be taken as Lj−1 in the next step).

In both the examples 5.1 and 5.2 the bad brackets which are to balance each other are of
different types, and thus the systems are sensitive w.r.t. the usual scaling operations on the control
u1,1 −→ uε,δ. In the following we consider a system in which two different bad brackets of the same
type have to balance each other in order to obtain STLC. The lowest order such brackets are of
length nine, as one can check readily by writing out all possible lower order systems.

Example 5.3.
ẋ1 = u x(0) = 0
ẋ2 = x1 |u(·)| ≤ ε0

ẋ3 = x3
1 λ > 0

ẋ4 = x2
3 − λx2

2x
4
1

(37)

In this case the brackets which do not vanish at zero are g(0) = ∂
∂x1

, [g, f ](0) = ∂
∂x2

, (ad3g, f)(0) =
6 ∂

∂x3
, which are of types (1, 0), (1, 1) and (3, 1), respectively, and (ad2[g,f ], (ad4g,f))(0) = −48λ ∂

∂x4
,

and (ad2(ad3g,f),f)(0) = 72 ∂
∂x4

, which are both of type (6, 3). Thus the system is homogeneous
w.r.t. the two-parameter of dilations ∆ε,δ(x) = (εδx1, εδ

2x2, ε
3δ4x3, ε

6δ9x4) and thus the system
is STLC or equivalently STLCε if and only if zero lies in the interior of the attainable set at any
positive time for any positive control bound.

As before one easily obtains ∂
∂xj

, j = 1, 2, 3 as tangent vectors of order 1, 2, and 4, respectively.
Note, that because of the homogenuity of the attainable set (or the control system) it suffices to

show that for some time T > 0 and some control bound ε0 > 0 the attainable set Aε0(t) intersects
both the negative and the positive x4-axis in order to conclude that the system is STLC (even
STLCε) (noting that we already obtained the tangent vectors ± ∂

∂xj
j = 1, 2, 3).

First consider the following one-parameter family of controls uη : [0, 4 + η] −→ [−1, 1], η ≥ 0,
defined by

uη(t) =





1 if t ∈ [0, 1) ∪ [3 + η, 4 + η]
0 if t ∈ [2, 2 + η)

−1 if t ∈ [1, 2) ∪ [2 + η, 3 + η)

(38)

Then xj(4 + η, uη) = 0 for j = 1, 2, 3 and every η ≥ 0, and x4(4 + η, uη) = x4(4, u0) + ηx2
3(1, u0).

Note, that x3(1, u0) > 0 and x1(t, uη) = 0 for t ∈ [2, 2 + η]) and that therefore x4(4 + η, uη)
eventually becomes positive for η sufficiently large. This means that we found a control steering to
a point on the positive x4-axis.
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For λ À 1 one also has x4(4, u0) < 0 and one is done.
The interesting case however is 0 < λ ¿ 1. (The intermediate case can be handled by a

combination of the controls given above with those introduced below.) We first define the following
basic control element u1 : [0, T ] −→ [−1, 1] where T = 4 + 2 4

√
2 defined by

u1(t) =

{
1 if t ∈ [0, 1) ∪ [2 + 4

√
2, 3 + 4

√
2)

−1 if t ∈ [1, 2 + 4
√

2) ∪ [3 + 4
√

2), T ]
(39)

For two controls vj : [0, Tj ] −→ U we define their concatenation v1 ∗ v2 : [0, T1 + T2] −→ U by

v1 ∗ v2(t) =

{
v1(t) if t ∈ [0, T1)
v2(t) if t ∈ [T1, T1 + T2]

(40)

The time-reversed control u−1 is defined by u−1(t) = u1(T − t), and inductively let uk+1 = u1 ∗
uk, u−k−1 = u−1 ∗ u−k, and finally uk = uk ∗ u−k.

From xj(T, u1) = xj(T, u−1) = 0 for j = 1, 3 it follows that xj(2kT, uk) = 0 for j = 1, 3.
Similarily, from x2(T, u1) = −x2(T, u−1) = 2 − √

2 we obtain x2(jT, uk) = x2((2k − j)T, uk) =
j(2−√2), j = 0, 1, . . . , k. We let C41 =

∫ T
0 x2

3(s, u
1) ds and compute

∫ 2kT
0 x4

1(s, uk)x2
2(s, uk) ds = 2

∑k
j=1

∫ T
0 x4

1(s, u
1)(j(2−√2) + x2

2(s, u
1) ds

= 2
∑k−1

j=0(A2j
2 + A1j + A0)

for some constants A0, A1, A2 with A2 > 0
= C42k

3 + o(k3) with C42 > 0.

(41)

(Here o(km) stands for terms such that limk→∞
o(km)

km = 0.) Thus x4(2kT, uk) = 2kC41−λ(k3C42−
o(k3)), which is negative for sufficiently large k. Detailed analysis shows C41 ≈ C42 ≈ 1, and thus
k ≈ λ−1/2 gives an approximation for the number of switchings employed to reach a point on the
negative x4-axis. Obviously this growing number of switchings reflects that the system becomes
increasingly uncontrollable as the parameter λ approaches 0 from above.

(Here we are only concerned about small-time controllability of the system with no claims
about optimality. However, it seems reasonable to expect that any time-optimal control steering to
a point on the negative axis will also have to change the sign more and more often as the parameter
λ becomes small. Since we do not have a priori regularity estimates for such optimal control, a
reasonable choice to measure the regularity of the control is the number of changes of sign of the
absolutely continuous function x(·, ũ) where ũ is such an optimal control. For details see following
section.)

6 Fast switching control variations

In the previous section in Example 5 we used control variations whose number of switchings de-
pended on the parameter λ in the way that if λ decreases, i.e. the system becomes increasingly

19



uncontrollable, then the number of switchings needed to control the system increases. However, for
each system (i.e. each fixed λ) the number of switchings was the same for all times t > 0.

In this section we shall consider systems which only can be controlled by means of increasingly
faster switching control variations; the number of switchings increasing to infinity as the disposable
time t > 0 decreases to 0.

The importance of such controls for the purpose of controllability lies in that they allow one
to control systems which cannot be controlled by means of the usual controls, and for which in
particular Sussmann’s theorem (Theorem 3.6) fails; but also these controls promise to have some
impact on the theory of (regularity of) time-optimal controls, as in particular for such systems there
cannot be any bound on the number of switchings of optimal controls. An interesting question is
whether also the switching surfaces of such systems are irregular, in the sense that they may be no
more locally finite unions of embedded manifolds.

Before explicitly discussing the systems requiring such controls, recall the usual construction of
families of control variations, as for example in any of the standard proofs of the different versions
of the maximum principle:

Usually one starts with a reference control u0 defined on some time interval [0, t] (here we may
for ease assume that u0 ≡ 0) and perturbation data Γ = {t1, . . . , tr, δ1, . . . , δr, ε1, . . . , εr}, where the
tj are times in the interval [0, T ] at which the perturbations are to be taken, and these are specified
by defining uΓ(t) = εj if t ∈ [tj − δj , tj ] and uΓ(t) = u0(t) else. Then one considers the curve
generated by the terminal points x(T, uΓ) when δj , εj −→ 0, j = 1, . . . , r. Finally one considers
the tangent vectors to this curve at x(T, u0) which under suitable hypotheses form an infinitesimal
convex cone, which via an associated open mapping theorem gives the desired sufficient conditions
for local controllability or necessary conditions for optimality.

Recently many refinements of the outlined technique have been introduced, for example one
may also consider control variations obtained by deleting and inserting pieces of the control. (Here
it is important to make sure that the time intervals [tj − δj , tj ] do not overlap, and that insertions
and deletions are done the proper order.) Moreover, one may obtain refined results by letting
the various parameters go to zero at different rates, etc. All of the control variations obtained in
this way have in common that one always works with a finite number of times tj , and in particular
essentially always works with control variations with a fixed number of switchings, and these families
of control variations are parametrized by the continuous parameters δj , εj . Here we show that in
order to obtain sharper results for both controllability and optimality it is essential to also consider
control variations obtained by increasing the number of switchings; the technique is outlined in
the following example. The difference between these new and the standard control variations is
sketched in the figures (6) and (6), both illustrating the case of r = 1.

Consider the following system on R4, which for reasons explained in [13] is the lowest order
system for which such phenomena occur.

20



6

6

6

-

-

-

T

T

T

t

t

t

u1

u0.5

u0.2

Figure 2: Standard Control Variation

6

6

6

-

-

-

T

T

T

t

t

t

u1

u1/2

u1/4
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Example 6.1
ẋ1 = u x(0) = 0
ẋ2 = x1 |u(·)| ≤ ε0

ẋ3 = x3
1

ẋ4 = x2
3 − x7

2

(42)

In this case the behaviour of the system is determined by the brackets g(0) = ∂
∂x1

, [g, f ](0) =
∂

∂x2
, (ad3g, f)(0) = 6 ∂

∂x3
, fβ(0) = (ad2(ad3g, f), f)(0) == 72 ∂

∂x4
, and fγ(0) = (ad7[g, f ], f)(0) =

−7! ∂
∂x4

. The first three brackets are of types (1, 0), (1, 1), and (3, 1), respectively, and in particular
contain an odd number of factors of the controlled field g. The fourth bracket fβ is of type (6, 3),
and clearly an possible obstruction to STLC. It is only linear dependent on the fifth bracket fγ ,
which is of type (7, 8), i.e. contains both more factors g and more factors f , and thus by the
standard theorems can not neutralize the bracket fβ.

For N ∈ Z+, T, ε0 > 0 we denote by UN (T, ε0) the set of measurable controls u : [0, T ] −→
[−ε, ε] which are such that t −→ x1(t, u) =

∫ t
0u(s) ds changes the sign at most (N − 1) times. With

this notation we claim the following:

Claim 6.1 The system (42) is STLCε.

Claim 6.2 If u ∈ UN (T, ε0), x1(T, u) = 0, and N7 ≤ ε
3
4 T

7
2 , then x4(T, u) ≥ 0.

Claim 6.3 If x7
2in the last equation of (42) is replaced by x8

2, then the system is not STLC.

Note, that in particular if u : [0, T ] −→ [−ε0, ε0] is piecewise constant with at most N jumps,
or is piecewise smooth and changes the sign at most N times, then u ∈ UN (T, ε0). However, in
general the control u is only required to be integrable, and thus the number of changes of sign of
x1(·, u) =

∫ t
0u(s) ds is the meaningful parameter.

To prove Claim 6.1, first note that the (x1, x2, x3)-subsystem is STLC by Theorem 3.4, and thus
one easily obtains ± ∂

∂xj
, j = 1, 2, 3 as tangent vectors of respective orders 1, 2, 4. Also, because

the bracket Xβ is shorter than the bracket Xγ , one easily obtains + ∂
∂x4

as 9th order tangent
vector. (For an explicit construction of the associted families of control variations see Kawski
[15].) To generate − ∂

∂x4
as a tangent vector to the attainable set, construct a family of control

variations with an increasing number of switchings as follows: Fix a control v : [0, T ] −→ [−1, 1]
(for some T > 0) such that x1(T, v) = x3(T, v) = 0 and x2(T, v) > 0. (For example one may take
T = 4 + 2

√
2, v(t) = 1 if t ∈ [0, 1) ∪ [2 +

√
2, 3 + 2

√
2) and v(t) = −1 otherwise.)

Denote by v−1 the time reversed control (i.e. v−1(t) = v(T − t)) and inductively define via
concatenation u(1) = v∗v−1 (i.e. u(1)(t) = v(t) if 0 ≤ t ≤ T and u(1)(t) = v−1(t−T ) if T ≤ t ≤ 2T ),
and u(k+1) = v ∗ u(k) ∗ v−1 : [0, 2kT ] −→ [−1, 1]. For given t0, ε0 > 0 let δ = δ(t0, k) = t0/(2kT )
and define u

(k)
ε0,δ : [0, t0] −→ [ε0, ε0] by u

(k)
ε0,δ(δt) = ε0u

(k)(t). One easily verifies that xj(t0, u
(k)
ε0,δ) = 0

for j = 1, 2, 3 and computes

x4(t0, u
(k)
ε0,δ) =

∫ t0

0
x2

3(s, u
(k)
ε0,δ) ds−

∫ t0

0
x7

2(s, u
(k)
ε0,δ) ds
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= 2 ε0
6δ9k

∫ T

0
x2(s, v) ds− 2 ε0

7δ15
k−1∑

j=0

∫ T

0
(jx2(T, v) + x2(s, v))7 ds

= ε0
6t0k−1

9kC1 − ε0
7t0k−1

15k8(C2 + O(
1
k
))

= ε0
6t90k

−8C1 − ε0
7t105k−7(C2 + O(

1
k
)) (43)

Here C1 and C2 are some positive constant depending on the choice of the initial control v and
O( 1

k ) stands for terms such that O( 1
k ) −→ 0 when k −→∞. Now choosing k = k(ε0, t0) = Cε−1

0 t−6
0

(with C a sufficiently large constant) one obtains x(t0, u
(k)
ε0,δ) = (0, 0, 0,−Kt57

0 + o(t57
0 )) for some

constant K > 0, and thus generates −K ∂
∂x4

as a 57-th order tangent vector. Controllability follows
from Theorem 2.4.

To prove claim 6.2, let N ∈ Z+ and ε0, T > 0 satisfy N7T 7/2ε
3/4
0 < 1 and let u ∈ UN (T, ε0) be

such that x1(T, u) = 0. Choose 0 = t0 ≤ t1 ≤ . . . ≤ tr = T, (r ≤ N) such that x1|[tj , tj+1] is of
constant sign for j = 0, 1, . . . , r−1. Let A =

∫ T
0 x7

2(s, u) ds; we may assume 0 < A < 1. Clearly there
is t̄ ∈ [0, T ] such that x2(t̄, u) > (A/T )1/7 = B and thus x2(·, u) increases by at least C = B/N on
at least one subinterval Ij0 = [tj0 , tj0+1].

Since x1(·, u) is nonnegative on this subinterval we may use the Hölder inequality to conclude
that

x3(tj0+1, u)− x3(tj0 , u) =
∫ tj0+1

tj0

x3
1(s, u) ds ≥ (C3/T 2) = D. (44)

We may assume that x3(tj0 , u) ≤ (−1/2)D < 0 (otherwise x3(tj0+1, u) ≥ (+1/2)D < 0 leads via
similar reasoning to the same conclusion). From |u(·)| ≤ ε0 and x1(tj0 , u) = 0 we we know that
x3(tj0 + s, u) ≤ (−1/2)D + 1

4ε3
0s

4 for 0 ≤ s ≤ s0 = (2Dε−3
0 )1/4 and finally

∫ T

0
x2

3(s, u) ds ≥
∫ s0

0
(−1

2
D +

1
4
ε3
0s

4)2 ds ≥ (
A

T

27
28

N− 27
4 ε0

− 3
4 T−

9
2 ≥ A. (45)

To prove Claim 6.3 one proceds similar as in Section 5 by constructing a C1-function φ : R4 −→
R, here φ(x) = x4 + 1

ε0
x1x3|x3| + 2

ε2
0
x5

1x3. Note that φ(0) = 0 and ∇φ(0) 6= 0 and thus φ−1(0)

locally defines a C1 hypersurface H through the origin. We show that for t, ε0 > 0 sufficiently
small the intersection of the attainable set (of 42 with x7

2 replaced by x8
2) with the subspace

E1 = {x ∈ R4 : x1 = 0} lies on one side of H, and thus the system is not STLC.
The function φ does not necessarily increase along trajectories, but

d

dt
φ(x) = (|x3|+ u

ε0
x3)(

2
ε2
0

x4
1 + |x3|) + (

2
7ε2

0

x8
1 − x8

2). (46)

The first summand on the right hand side of 46 is clearly nonnegative. Also, a simple application
of the Hölder inequality gives

∫ t

0
x8

2(s, u) ds =
∫ T

0
·(

∫ s

0
x1(σ, u) dσ)8 ds ≤ t8

∫ 8

0
x8

1(s, u) ds. (47)

Thus for any admissible control u : [0, t] −→ [ε0, ε0] we may conclude that φ(x(t, u)) ≥ ( 2
7ε2

0
−

t8)
∫ t
0x8

1(s, u) ds ≥ 0 if ε0, t > 0 are sufficiently small.
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For a first generalization of this example see Kawski [15]. (The detailed analysis of what precisely
are the admissible partial orderings on the homogeneous elements in the free Lie algebra, induced
by these new families of control variations, is subject of ongoing research.)

7 Appendix

The proof of theorem 2.4 uses Gronwall’s inequality in several places in the following form:
Gronwall’s lemma. If the vector field system (1) has Lipschitz constant L on AU (2T ), i.e.

|f0(x0)− f0(y0) +
κ∑

i=1

ui(f i(x0)− f i(y0)| ≤ L|x0 − y0| (48)

for all x0, y0 ∈ AU (2T ) and all u ∈ U then |x(t, u)(p) − x(t, u)(0) − p| ≤ |p|teLt for all 0 ≤ t ≤
T, u(·) ∈ U and p ∈ AU (T ). In particular, for any δ > 0 one may choose T = T (δ) > 0 such that
TeLT ≤ δ and thus |x(t, u)(p)− x(t, u)(0)− p| ≤ δ|p| for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T and p ∈ AU (T ).
Proof of theorem 2.4 It suffices to consider for K′ elementary simplicial cones of the form
C(v1, . . . , vn) = {∑n

j=1 λjv
j : λj ≥ 0} by means of the following

Fact. If K′ and K are closed convex cones (both with vertex 0) such that K′ \ {0} ⊆ intK, then
there is a finite number of simplicial cones Ci(vi,1, . . . , vi,n), i = 1, . . . , ρ, such that K′ ⊆ ∪ρ

i=1C
i

and Ci \{0} ⊆ intK for each i = 1, . . . , ρ. (To prove this fact note that for example the intersection
of the cone K′ with the unit (n − 1)-sphere Sn−1 is compact and consider the open cover of this
set by the interiors of all elementary simplicial cones lying inside K.) Note that the number ρ

of simplicial cones may be very large as is illustrated in K = {v ∈ R3 : v3 ≥ (v2
1 + v2

2)
1/2} and

K′ = {v ∈ R3 : v3 ≥ (1 + ε)(v2
1 + v2

2)
1/2} for ε > 0 small.

Next we assume that the elementary simplicial cone K′ = C(v1, . . . , vn) has nonempty interior,
and thus there is a linear change of coordinates such that ei = (0, . . . , 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ K and
vi = (1 − nε)ei +

∑n
j=1 εej = (ε, . . . , ε, 1 − (n− 1)ε, ε, . . . , ε), i = 1, . . . n for some ε > 0 which we

may take so small that 4εn2 ≤ 1.
It is convenient to work with the associated one-norm, i.e. ‖∑n

j=1 αje
j‖ :=

∑n
j=1 |αj |. This, and

the change of basis of Rn clearly affect the size of the constant C in the theorem by a multiplicative
factor. Note, that in these local coordinates a vector w = (w1, . . . , wn) is in K′ if and only if wi ≥
ε‖w‖ = ε

∑n
j=1 |wj | for each i = 1, . . . , n. First fix T1 > 0 such that for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T1, p ∈ AU (T1)

and u(·) admissible
‖x(t, u)(p)− x(t, u)(0)− p‖ ≤ ε

4n
‖p‖. (49)

Fix families {u(i)
s }s≥0 of control variations generating the m-th order tangent vectors ei, i =

1, . . . , n. Fix 0 < T ≤ T1 such that

‖x(t, u(i)
t )(0)− tmei‖ ≤ ε2tm for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T and i = 1, . . . , n. (50)

Let C = (2nm)−m. For every t ≤ T and for every point z∞ ∈ K′ ∩ B(0, Ctm) we will construct
a control v∞ (as a L1-limit) such that x(t, v∞)(0) = z∞. Fix z∞ ∈ K′ ∩ B(0, Ctm) and let
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τ∞ = 2nm‖z∞‖1/m.
Notation: For any control u defined on [0, τ ′] with τ ′ ≤ τ∞ we define the control u on [0, τ∞] by

u(t) =

{
0 if 0 ≤ t < τ∞ − τ ′

u(t− (τ∞ − τ ′)) if τ∞ − τ ′ ≤ t ≤ τ∞.
(51)

Let z0 = 0, τ0 = 0, and v0 ≡ 0. Inductively, suppose zi, τ i and vi (defined on [0, τi] have been
defined. Choose µ(i + 1) ∈ {1, . . . , n} such that

(z∞ − zi)µ(i+1) ≥ (z∞ − zi)l for l = 1, . . . , n. (52)

Let ti+1 = (1− nε)(z∞ − zi)
1
m

µ(i+1) and τi+1 = τi + ti+1 (=
∑i+1

j=0 tj)

vi+1(s) =





u
µ(i+1)
ti+1

(s) if 0 ≤ s < ti+1

vI(s− ti+1) if ti+1 ≤ s ≤ τi+1.
(53)

Let yi+1 = x(ti+1, u
µ(i+1)
ti+1

)(0) and zi+1 = x(τi+1, v
i+1)(0) = x(τi, v

i)(yi+1). To verify that ‖z∞ −
zi‖ −→ 0 as i −→∞ first observe that

‖yi+1 − tmi+1e
µ(i+1)‖ ≤ ε2tmi+1. (54)

and thus
‖yi+1‖ ≤ (1 + ε2)tmi+1 ≤ ‖z∞ − zi‖. (55)

Using Gronwall’s inequality and the last inequality as an estimate for ‖yi+1 − 0‖ we have

‖zi+1 − (yi+1 + zi)‖ ≤ ε

4n
‖yi+1‖. (56)

By choice of µ(i + 1)

‖(1− nε)(z∞ − zi)− tmi+1e
µ(i+1)‖ = (1− nε)

∑
l 6=µ(i+1)(z

∞ − zi)l

≤ (1− nε)n−1
n ‖z∞ − zi‖. (57)

Combining the inequalities (54),(55) and (57) results in

‖z∞ − zi+1‖ ≤ nε‖z∞ − zi‖+ ‖(1− nε)(z∞ − zi)− tmi+1e
µ(i+1)‖

+ ‖tmi+1e
µ(i+1) − yi+1‖+ ‖zi+1 − (zi + yi+1)‖

≤ (nε + (1− nε)n−1
n + ε2 + ε

4n)‖z∞ − zi‖
≤ 2n−1

2n by choice of ε < 1
4n2 .

(58)

Therefore inductively ‖z∞ − zi+1‖ ≤ (2n−1
2n )i+1‖z∞‖ −→) as i −→ ∞. Next observe that ti+1 ≤

‖z∞ − zi‖1/m ≤ ((2n−1
2n )i‖z∞‖)1/m and thus

τi +
∑i

j=o ≤ ‖z∞‖1/m ∑i
j=0(

2n−1
2n )j/m

< ‖z∞‖1/m 1
1−(1− 1

2n
)1/m ≤ 2nm‖z∞‖1/m ≤ τ∞

using (1− 1
2n)1/m ≤ 1− 1

2nm .

(59)
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At this point it becomes apparent why we tangent vectors of some finite order m to compose
infinitely many corrections in a finite time in order to reach the point z∞. Finally we have to verify
that (z∞ − zi+1) ∈ K′ for all i = 1, . . . . (Since one cannot go backwards we need ti+1 ≥ 0.)

By hypothesis (z∞− z0) = z∞ ∈ K′. Suppose (z∞− zi) ∈ K′, i.e. (z∞− zi)l ≥ ε‖z∞− zi‖, l =
1, . . . , n. Also (z∞− zi)(µ(i+1) ≥ 1

n‖(z∞− zi)‖ by choice of µ(i + 1). Using these together with the
inequalities (54),(55) and (57) componentwise, one finds:

(z∞ − zi+1)µ(i+1) − nε(z∞ − zi)µ(i+1) ≤ (ε2 +
ε

4n
)‖z∞ − zi‖, andthus (60)

(z∞−zi+1)µ(i+1)

‖z∞−zi+1‖ ≥ nε(z∞−zi)µ(i+1)−(ε2+ ε
4n

)‖z∞−zi‖
2n−1
2n

‖z∞−zi‖
≥ 2n

2n−1(nε
n − ε2 − ε

4n)

≥ ε 4n−1−ε
2(2n−1) ≥ ε by choice of ε.

(61)

Similarily, for l 6= µ(i + 1):

(z∞ − zi+1)l = (z∞ − zi)l + (zi + yi+1 − zi+1)l − yi+1
l , (62)

and thus
(z∞−zi+1)l

‖z∞−zi+1‖ ≥ (z∞−zi)l−(ε2+ ε
4n

)‖z∞−zi‖
2n−1
2n

‖z∞−zi‖
≥ 2n

2n−1(ε− ε2 − ε
4n) ≥ ε.

(63)

Here it becomes apparent, that to make the inductive step work one needs that K′ \{0} is properly
contained in the interior of Km. Also, one has to aim at a point short of (z∞−zi) in order to avoid
overshooting (because of the several errors incurred in each step), so that one can still do further
corrections.

Finally, note that the order in which the controls u
µ(i+1)
ti+1

and vi are composed is the natural
one when trying to synthesize stabilizing feedback for the time reversed system, i.e. first one takes
a rough shot at the equilibrium, and later when the system is already close to the equilibrium one
uses successively finer corrections. The advantage of synthesizing stabilizing feedback as in this
proof lies in that this construction only requires the knowledge of 2n one-parameter families of
controls, rather than one 2n-parameter (or one n−parameter) family of controls.
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Birkhäuser.

[24] H. J. Sussmann, Lie brackets and local controllability: a sufficient condition for scalar-input
systems, SIAM J. Cntrl. &Opt. 21 (1983) 686-713.

[25] H. J. Sussmann, A product expansion for the Chen-series, Theory and Applications of Nonlin-
ear Control Systems, C. I. Byrnes and A. Lindquist, eds., Elsevier Science Publ. (1986)

[26] H. J. Sussmann, A general theorem on local controllability, SIAM J. Cntrl. &Opt. 25 (1987)
158-194.

[27] H. J. Sussmann and V. Jurdjevic, Controllability of nonlinear systems, J. Diff. Equns. 12
(1972) 95-116.

[28] D. Stroock and S. Varadhan, On degenerate elliptic-parabolic operators of second order and
their associated diffusions, Comm. Pure & Appl. Math. 25 (1972) 651-713.
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