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Abstract
We generalize the robotics equation describing the dynamics of an open kinematic chain to include the
effect of time-dependent change of inertial parameters as well as the effects of its cause, i.e. time de-
pendency of the distributions of mass originating from parasitic movements of mass-carrying particles.
The results generate insight that allows linking the novel concepts of uniform physical consistency and
upper boundedness of inertial parameters—ruling out approaching the edge to physical inconsistency or
to diverge—with the existence of finite, positive uniform bounds of the mass matrix.

1 Introduction
Classical approaches [2, 9, 4] to adaptive control of robotic manipulators are concerned with the design of
feedback to enable tracking when some parameters Θ of the manipulator are not known. Usually, adaptive
structures include an update law that provides suitable estimates Θ̂ of the unknown parameters leading
to tracking by means of a control law τ that uses these estimates instead of the unknown parameters. A
specific type of parameters describing any robotic manipulator that received some detailed attention are
the inertial ones, where works like e.g. [12, 8, 1] building on the pioneering contributions [6, 5] enforce
physical consistency [10, 11] of the estimates in addition to facilitate tracking. This is done with the
promise that physical consistency of the estimates will yield more refined control action. Anyhow, before
being applicable safely in practice, such adaptive schemes should be evaluated for their robustness against
unintended uncertainties such as e.g. disturbance w or time-dependent change of the supposedly constant
unknown parameters, i.e. Θ̇(t) ̸= 0 for some t ≥ 0. This makes it necessary to scrutinize them with respect
to a model that describes sufficiently well the effects of these unintended uncertainties on the dynamical
behavior of the robotic manipulator. Starting from the classical robotics equation

M(q,Θ)q̈+C(q, q̇,Θ)q̇+G(q,Θ) =τ +w (1)

that describes the dynamics of the robotic manipulator when Θ is constant, the authors of [7] provide a
more detailed model

M(q,Θ)q̈+
(
C(q,Θ)+F(q,Θ,Θ̇)

)
q̇+G(q,Θ) =τ +w (2)

*The authors are with the Control Engineering Group, Technische Universität Ilmenau, P.O. Box 10 05 65, D-98684 Ilmenau,
Germany.
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of this behavior when Θ depends on time. This model can be obtained by application of the Lagrange
formalism with respect to the kinetic Energy T and the potential energy U of the robotic manipulator,
taking into account that possibly Θ̇(t) ̸= 0 for some t ≥ 0, but using the same structure of T and U as if Θ

were constant. This is a suitable approach when investigating the influence of general parameters on the
robotic manipulator. However, since many adaptive approaches are concerned with inertial parameters
specifically, the model should also include the effect of the cause for their time dependency, i.e. time-
dependent change of the distributions of mass, originating from movements of mass-carrying particles
that otherwise would remain standing still when deriving the classical robotics equation (1). As we will
show, these movements introduce new terms to the kinetic energy, which are ignored in [7], thereby
leading to a more involved version of the robotics equation compared to (2) when deriving the dynamical
behavior by means of the Lagrange formalism.

1.1 Contribution and outline
After introducing the style of notation in Section 1.2, we highlight in Section 2 the intrinsic relation-
ship between the distribution of mass and the inertial parameters of a rigid body—showcasing the fact
that time dependency of the inertial parameters is not possible without time-dependent change of the
distribution of mass—and reiterate the concept of physical consistency. Then, we derive in Section 3 a
generalization of the robotics equation that includes all relevant effects associated with time-dependent
change of the inertial parameters, answering to the need for realistic testing by providing a testbed for
robustness of adaptive algorithms concerned with counteracting imprecise knowledge of inertial param-
eters. We explain assumptions to be made such that the dynamics result in an ODE, allowing analysis
with similar Lyapunov tools as are typically used when working on the classical robotics equation (1)
and therefore striking a middle ground between complexity and realism. As it turns out, this approach
describes the effect of time-dependent change of the mass distributions of end-effectors without any re-
striction from the imposed assumptions, thus enabling analysis of robustness against loading processes
without resorting to a PDE machinery, i.e. alleviating computational and analytical cost. In Section 4,
we use the insight from the modeling to reveal structural properties of the generalized robotics equation
starting with some inherent properties regarding skew symmetry and decomposition into regressor form.
Afterwards, the notion of physical consistency of inertial parameters of rigid bodies, i.e. constant ones,
as established in Section 2 serves as fundament for the findings in Section 4.1 on the boundedness of
the mass matrix M(q,Θ) depending on the physical consistency of the inertial parameters. We arrive at
generalizations of statements existing in the literature for constant Θ to the time-dependent case, where
we introduce the concepts of uniform physical consistency and upper boundedness of inertial parameters
that allow to obtain desirable finite, positive uniform bounds of the mass matrix. These results are inter-
esting in their own right—regardless whether the inertial parameters of a given robotic manipulator are
constant or not—because they pave a way to ensure the existence of finite, positive uniform bounds of
the estimated mass matrix M̂(q) = M(q,Θ̂) by means of physically consistent adaptation as proposed in
[6] or subsequent, related work [12, 8, 1]. Next, we leverage in Section 4.2 the structural insight from the
modeling to derive conditions under which other components in the generalized robotics equation that
originate from movements of mass-carrying particles are bounded. Specifically, this leads to statements
connecting such movements, their rate of change and the rate of change of the inertial parameters to safe
operation of the robotic manipulator. Finally, conclusions are drawn in Section 5.

1.2 Notation
The identity matrix of dimension p is written as Ip. Let sym(p) = {M ∈Rp×p : M = M⊤} and skew(p) =
{M ∈Rp×p : M =−M⊤}. For any A∈ sym(p), its trace is denoted by tr(A) =∑

p
i=1 λi(A) and the extremal

eigenvalues are represented by λmin(A) and λmax(A). The maximal singular value of any B ∈ Rp1×p2 is
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given by σmax(B) =
√

λmax(B⊤B). We note matrices and vectors as

(rk)k∈{1,...,p} =
( r1...

rp

)
, (Mk1,k2)(k1,k2)∈{1,...,p1}×{1,...,p2} =

( M1,1 ... M1,p2... ...
Mp1 ,1 ... Mp1 ,p2

)
, (3)

respectively, define the function Ap1,p2(B) = diag
(
B, B, B

)
∈ R3p1×3p2 for B ∈ Rp1×p2 and let

S(x) =
(

0 −x3 x2
x3 0 −x1
−x2 x1 0

)
∈ skew(3) (4)

with x = (xk)k∈{1,2,3} ∈ R3 such that S(x)y = x× y for all y ∈ R3.

2 Physical consistency of inertial parameters of rigid bodies
A rigid body is defined by its distribution of mass ρ(x)∈R in a body-fixed frame with coordinates x∈R3.
Its ten inertial parameters are the mass m ∈ R, the first moment of mass

h =
(
h1 h2 h3

)⊤ ∈ R3 (5)

and the inertia matrix

I =
(

I11 I12 I13
I12 I22 I23
I13 I23 I33

)
∈ sym(3). (6)

for rotation about the origin of the body-fixed frame. These inertial parameters are collected in the vector

Φ
⊤ =

(
m h1 h2 h3 I11 I22 I33 I12 I23 I13

)⊤ ∈ R10 (7)

and can be calculated from the mass distribution ρ as follows:

m =
∫
R3

ρ(x)dx, h =
∫
R3

ρ(x)xdx, I =
∫
R3

ρ(x)S(x)⊤S(x)dx. (8)

A rigid body is physically meaningful if it is defined by a nonnegative distribution of mass, i.e. ρ(x)≥ 0
for all x ∈ R3, such that (8) yields m > 0. The fact that there are inertial parameters Φ ∈ R10 with m > 0
for which (8) remains unsatisfied for all nonnegative mass distributions, see [10], motivates the following
definition of physical consistency.

Definition 1. A vector Φ ∈R10 with entries according to (7) is called physically consistent if there exists
a nonnegative distribution of mass, i.e. ρ(x)≥ 0 for all x ∈ R3, such that (8) holds with m > 0.

The physical consistency of inertial parameters is exactly characterized by the next statement.

Theorem 1. ([10] and Theorem 3, Eq. (16)-(17) in [11]) A vector Φ ∈ R10 with entries according to (7)
is physically consistent if and only if f (Φ)≻ 0, where f : R10 → sym(4) is a function with

f (Φ) =

(
Σ h

h⊤ m

)
, Σ =

1
2

tr(I)I3 − I, (9)

and h ∈ R3, I ∈ sym(3) are structured as in (5), (6), respectively. The inverse transformation reads
I = tr(Σ)I3 −Σ.

Remark 1. The intrinsic relationship (8) is the reason why, when the rigidity of a body is relaxed, time
dependency of Φ necessitates time-dependent change of the distribution of mass ρ . As time dependency
of ρ is triggered by movements of mass-carrying particles relative to their body fixed frame, the effects
of these movements are included in the model that we derive in Section 3.
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3 Generalized robotics equation
We consider a robotic manipulator that consists of an n-degree-of-freedom open kinematic chain of N
bodies. In order to describe its dynamical behavior, first, we introduce the model and the kinematics of the
robotic manipulator. We discuss the restrictions imposed by the modeling and the standing Assumption 1,
that are essential for obtaining an ODE generalization of (2) from [7]. This generalization captures all the
relevant effects of time-dependent inertial parameters as well as the causative time dependencies of the
distributions of mass originating from relative movements of mass-carrying particles, but exclude other
effects that would result from allowing time dependency of kinetic parameters. Subsequently, we derive
the kinetic energies Tl as well as the potential energies Ul of the individual bodies l ∈ {1, . . . ,N}. Finally,
these energies are reformulated with respect to the specific movement of the robotic manipulator governed
by its forward kinematic map and the corresponding Jacobian so that we then obtain the generalized
robotics equation describing the dynamical behavior by means of the Lagrange formalism.

Model Let the position zl(t) ∈ R3 and the angular orientation φl(t) ∈ R3 describe the pose of the l-th
body-fixed frame with respect to the 0-th frame that is fixed to a Newtonian system. All frames under
consideration are described by orthonormal bases. The translational velocity of the origin of the frame
fixed to the l-th body is denoted as vl(t) = żl(t) ∈R3 and ωl(t) = φ̇l(t) ∈R3 is the corresponding angular
velocity. Further, let ρl(xl , t)∈R the respective distribution of mass-carrying particles and σl(xl , t)∈ [0,1]
the portion of these particles moving with velocity vl(xl , t)∈R3 relative to the l-th body-fixed frame at the
position xl ∈R3 in this frame. The remaining portion 1−σ(xl , t) of mass-carrying particles at this position
is immobile with respect to the frame that is fixed to the l-th body. Further, let R(φl) ∈ R3×3 the rotation
matrix that allows to calculate the velocity vl(xl , t) of mass-carrying particles relative to their body-fixed
frames with respect to the 0-th Newtonian frame as R(φl)vl(xl , t). Due to the orthonormality of the
bases spanning the considered frames, this rotation matrix is orthonormal, i.e. R(φl)

⊤R(φl) = I3. In
accordance with (7) and (8), we define the consequently time-dependent inertial parameters Φl(t) ∈ R10

of the l-th body as

Φl =
(
ml h1,l h2,l h3,l I11,l I22,l I33,l I12,l I23,l I13,l

)⊤
, (10)

where

ml(·) =
∫
R3

ρl(xl , ·)dxl ∈ R3, (11)

hl(·) =
(
h1,l(·) h2,l(·) h3,l(·)

)⊤
=
∫
R3

ρl(xl , ·)xldxl ∈ R3, (12)

Il(·) =

(
I11,l(·) I12,l(·) I13,l(·)
I12,l(·) I22,l(·) I23,l(·)
I13,l(·) I23,l(·) I33,l(·)

)
=
∫
R3

ρl(xl , ·)S(xl)
⊤S(xl)dxl ∈ sym(3). (13)

The vector Θ(t) = (Θh(t))h∈{1,...,10N} ∈ R10N with

Θ =
(
Φ⊤

1 . . . Φ⊤
N
)⊤ (14)

collects the complete set of inertial parameters describing the robotic manipulator.

Discussion of restrictions imposed by the model The model includes time-dependent change of the
distributions of mass and thus time dependency of the inertial parameters by means of

• vl(xl , t) ̸= 0 and σl(xl , t) ∈ (0,1] or
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• ρ̇l(xl , t) ̸= 0

for some xl ∈ R3, t ≥ 0. However, in order to ensure that the dynamical behavior results as ODE, not
as PDE, the distributed quantities vl , σl and ρ̇l that determine the movements of mass-carrying particles
relative to their body-fixed frames are modeled as being independent of zl ,φl or their time derivatives.
This excludes effects like elasticity of the bodies from the model since the time dependency is seen as
an external process that might affect the dynamical behavior but is not driven by the movement of the
robotic manipulator.

Kinematics The kinematics describe how the N bodies interact when their movements are subject to
restrictions imposed by the joints of the robotic manipulator. To capture this effect, we introduce the
generalized coordinates q(t) = (qk(t))k∈{1,...,n} ∈Rn. Since the kinematic chain is open, q(t) is a minimal
set of pairwise independent variables such that a forward kinematic map F(q,Θkin) ∈ R6N with(

z⊤1 φ⊤
1 . . . z⊤N φ⊤

N
)⊤

= F(q,Θkin) (15)

exists for all poses zl ,φl ∈R3, l ∈ {1, . . . ,N} that are possible during operation of the robotic manipulator.
Therein, Θkin ∈ Rnkin are kinematic parameters (lengths and angles describing the poses of the joints in
the respective body-fixed frames) defining the kinematic behavior of the robotic manipulator. In general,
due to effects like thermal expansion, the kinematic parameters depend on the distributions of mass. That
is, there exists a function D(ρ1, . . . ,ρN) ∈ Rnkin with

Θkin =D(ρ1, . . . ,ρN) (16)

such that, in general, the kinematic parameters inherit time dependency from the mass distributions.
However—since our main goal is to highlight the effect of time-dependent inertial parameters as well as
the causative time dependency of the mass distributions—we restrict the analysis in this contribution to
robotic manipulators that satisfy the following standing assumption:

Assumption 1. The function D(ρ1, . . . ,ρN) is constant, i.e. the kinematic parameters remain constant
despite possible time-dependent change of the distributions of mass ρ1, . . . ,ρN and despite the resulting
time dependency of the inertial parameters in Θ. Accordingly, we have(

v⊤1 ω⊤
1 . . . v⊤N ω⊤

N
)⊤

= J(q)q̇. (17)

with the Jacobian

J(q) = ∂

∂q F(q,Θkin), (18)

where we dropped its dependency on the kinematic parameters for better readability.

Discussion of the standing Assumption 1. In order to understand the prerequisites for the standing
Assumption 1, consider the following: Usually, the origins of the body-fixed frames are chosen at the
joints between the bodies. Then, the Assumption 1 is fulfilled if the forward kinematic map F and
therewith the poses of the joints relative to each other are independent of the distributions of mass of the
bodies that are linking them. That is, time dependency of the inertial parameters while Assumption 1
holds and with the body-fixed frames located at the joints, can be understood as the effect of time-
dependent change of the distributions of mass of the links between the joints that neither does affect
the positions nor the orientations of the joints relative to each other. As a remarkable consequence of this,
provided that the body-fixed frames are located at the joints, arbitrary change with time of the distribution
of mass of an end-effector does not interfere with the validity of the standing Assumption 1, since end-
effectors do not serve as links between joints.
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Calculation of the energies. The kinetic energies of the individual bodies l ∈ {1, . . . ,N} read as

Tl =
1
2

∫
R3

(
(1−σl(xl , t))ρl(xl , t)∥vl +ωl × xl∥2 (19)

+σl(xl , t)ρl(xl , t)∥vl +R(φl)vl(xl , t)+ωl × xl∥2
)

dxl

=
1
2

∫
R3

(
(1−σl(xl , t))ρl(xl , t)∥vl −S(xl)ωl∥2 (20)

+σl(xl , t)ρl(xl , t)∥vl +R(φl)vl(xl , t)−S(xl)ωl∥2
)

dxl

=
1
2

∫
R3

(
ρl(xl , t)

(
∥vl∥2 −2v⊤l S(xl)ωl +∥S(xl)ωl∥2

)
(21)

+σl(xl , t)ρl(xl , t)
(
∥R(φl)vl(xl , t)∥2 +2(R(φl)vl(xl , t))⊤(vl −S(xl)ωl)

))
dxl

=
1
2

∫
R3

ρl(xl , t)
(

vl
ωl

)⊤( I3 −S(xl)
−S(xl)

⊤ S(xl)
⊤S(xl)

)(
vl
ωl

)
dxl (22)

+
1
2

∫
R3

σl(xl , t)ρl(xl , t)∥vl(xl , t)∥2dxl +
∫
R3

σl(xl , t)ρl(xl , t)
(

vl
ωl

)⊤( R(φl)
S(xl)R(φl)

)
vl(xl , t)dxl .

In order to separate the time-dependent part from the pose-dependent part in the last addend of the right-
hand-side of (22), we utilize Lemma 4 from Appendix and obtain ω⊤

l S(xl)R(φl)vl(xl , t) = −ω⊤
l S ·

A3,3(R(φl))TA3,1(xl)vl(xl , t). Since σl(xl , t)ρl(x, t) is scalar, it commutes with ω⊤
l SA3,3(R(φl))T ,

leading to σl(xl , t)ρl(x, t)ω⊤
l S(xl)R(φl)vl(xl , t) = −ω⊤

l SA3,3(R(φl))T σl(xl , t)ρl(x, t)A3,1(xl)vl(xl , t)
and thus resulting in

Tl =
1
2

(
vl
ωl

)⊤
Z(Φl)

(
vl
ωl

)
+

1
2

νl(t)+
(

vl
ωl

)⊤
Q(φl)ψl(t) (23)

for l ∈ {1, . . . ,N} with

Z(Φl) =

(
mlI3 −S(hl)

−S(hl)
⊤ Il

)
∈ sym(6), (24)

νl(t) =
∫
R3

σl(xl , t)ρl(xl , t)∥vl(xl , t)∥2 dxl ∈ R, (25)

Q(φl) = diag
(
I3, −SA3,3(R(φl))T

)
∈ R6×12, (26)

ψl(t) =
∫
R3

σl(xl , t)ρl(xl , t)
(

I3
A3,1(xl)

)
vl(xl , t)dxl ∈ R12 (27)

Next, by presupposing that the robotic manipulator operates in a constant gravitational field g ∈ R3

with respect to the 0-th Newtonian frame, we receive the potential energies of the individual bodies
l ∈ {1, . . . ,N} as

Ul = mlg⊤(zl +R(φl)cl) (28)

= g⊤(mlzl +R(φl)hl), (29)

where cl(t)=ml(t)−1hl(t)∈R3 is the location of the center of mass of the l-th rigid body in its body-fixed
frame.

We proceed by reformulating these energies with respect to the specific movement of the bodies
possible during operation of the robotic manipulator by using its kinematics. By means of (23) and (17),

6



the overall kinetic energy of the open kinematic chain can be expressed in dependence of the generalized
coordinates, i.e. with respect to the movement of the robotic manipulator, as

T (q, q̇,Θ, t) =
N

∑
l=1

Tl =
1
2

q̇⊤M(q,Θ)q̇+
1
2

ν(t)+ q̇⊤J(q)⊤Q(q)Ψ(t), (30)

where the mass matrix results as

M(q,Θ) = J(q)⊤Z(Θ)J(q) (31)

with

Z(Θ) = diag
(
Z(Φ1), . . . , Z(ΦN)

)
∈ sym(6N) (32)

such that M(q,Θ) =
(
Mk, j(q,Θ)

)
(k, j)∈{1,...,n}2 ∈ sym(n) is linearly dependent on the inertial parameters

in Θ because they appear linearly in Z(Θ). Consider the decomposition of the forward kinematic map
F(q,Θkin) =

(
Fz1(q)

⊤ Fφ1(q)
⊤ . . . FzN (q)

⊤ FφN (q)
⊤)⊤ into Fzl (q),Fφl (q) ∈ R3, l ∈ {1, . . . ,N}.

Then, the remaining terms in (30) read as

ν(t) =
N

∑
l=1

νl(t) ∈ R, (33)

Q(q) = diag
(
Q
(
Fφ1(q)

)
, . . . , Q

(
FφN (q)

))
∈ R6N×12N , (34)

Ψ(t) =
(
ψ1(t)⊤ . . . ψN(t)⊤

)⊤ ∈ R12N . (35)

In similar fashion, due to (29) and (15), the overall potential energy of the open kinematic chain in
dependence of the generalized coordinates, i.e. with respect to the movement of the robotic manipulator,
evaluates to

U(q,Θ) =
N

∑
l=1

Ul = g⊤
( N

∑
l=1

mlFzl (q)+R
(
Fφl (q)

)
hl

)
, (36)

which is also is linearly dependent on the inertial parameters in Θ, as is evident by its structure.

Lagrange formalism In (30) and (36), we have gathered enough information to write the Lagrangian

L(q, q̇,Θ, t) = T (q, q̇,Θ, t)−U(q,Θ) (37)

which, by virtue of the the Lagrange formalism, leads to the dynamical behavior

d
dt

(
∂L(q, q̇,Θ, t)

∂ q̇k

)
− ∂L(q, q̇,Θ, t)

∂qk
= τk +wk, (38)

k ∈ {1, . . . ,n} of the robotic manipulator, where τ(t) =
(
τk(t)

)
k∈{1,...,n} ∈ Rn is the torque/force that gets

applied at the joints and w(t) =
(
wk(t)

)
k∈{1,...,n} ∈ Rn is some disturbance. Now, as is shown in the

Appendix, the dynamical behavior (38) can be rewritten as generalized robotics equation

M(q,Θ)q̈+
(
C(q, q̇,Θ)+M(q,Θ̇)+H(q,Ψ)

)
q̇+G(q,Θ) = τ +w− J(q)⊤Q(q)Ψ̇. (39)

The matrices in (39) are

Γi, j,k(q,Θ) =
1
2

(
∂Mk, j(q,Θ)

∂qi
+

∂Mk,i(q,Θ)

∂q j
−

∂Mi, j(q,Θ)

∂qk

)
∈ Rn×n, (40)
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C(q, q̇,Θ) =

(
n

∑
i=1

Γi, j,k(q,Θ)q̇i

)
(k, j)∈{1,...,n}2

∈ Rn×n, (41)

G(q,Θ) =

(
∂U(q,Θ)

∂q

)⊤
∈ Rn, (42)

H(q,Ψ) =
∂J(q)⊤Q(q)Ψ

∂q
−
(

∂J(q)⊤Q(q)Ψ
∂q

)⊤

∈ Rn×n. (43)

with the Christoffel symbols of the first kind Γi, j,k(q,Θ) ∈ Rn×n, i, j,k ∈ {1, . . . ,n} building the Coriolis
matrix C(q, q̇,Θ) and G(q,Θ) representing the influence of gravitation, as is already known from the
classical robotics equation (1). However, the generalized robotics equation (39) also includes some effects
beyond the scope of its classical counterpart:

• The influence of time dependency of the inertial parameters in Θ is expressed in (39) through the
contribution made by M(q,Θ̇). This effect is already represented with F(q,Θ,Θ̇) in the version of
the robotics equation (2) from [7]. However, the derivation of the generalized robotics equation in
the Appendix reveals F(q,Θ,Θ̇) = M(q,Θ̇). The description with M(q,Θ̇) offers more insight into
the structure of this effect that is made explicit with Theorem 4 in Section 4.2.

• The distributed velocities vl , l ∈ {1, . . . ,N} of mass-carrying particles relative to their body-fixed
frames are lumped into Ψ and their effect on the dynamical behavior appears in (39) via H(q,Ψ).

• The force exerted by mass-carrying particles that experience acceleration Ψ̇ relative to their body-
fixed frames in a lumped sense is represented in (39) by J(q)⊤Q(q)Ψ̇ and acts like a disturbance.

4 Structural properties
In this section, we exploit insight from the modeling to reveal structural properties of the generalized
robotics equation (39) and some of its components. In principle, the following two properties inherent
to robotics equations are already known, see [7]. However for the sake of completeness, we state them
here in a form tailored to our generalization of the robotics equation. Their derivation is moved to the
Appendix and strictly adheres to the model as formulated in Section 3. We have:

1. The matrices Ṁ(q,Θ)− 2C(q, q̇,Θ)−M(q,Θ̇) and H(q,Ψ) are skew-symmetric for all q, q̇ ∈ Rn,
Θ,Θ̇ ∈ R10N , Ψ ∈ R12N .

2. The generalized robotics equation (39) is linearly dependent on constant inertial parameters, i.e.
there exist regressor functions Rl(q, q̇,v,a) ∈ Rn×10, l ∈ {1, . . . ,N} with

M(q,Θ)a+C(q, q̇,Θ)v+G(q,Θ) =
N

∑
l=1

Rl(q, q̇,v,a)Φi (44)

for all q, q̇,v,a ∈ Rn, Φ1, . . . ,ΦN ∈ R10.

The next two subsections are concerned with the derivation of conditions under which components of
the generalized robotics equation (39) in some sense are bounded. This is done with the intention to
enable analysis for robustness of adaptive algorithms as laid out in the introduction to conclude (ultimate)
boundedness of signals in the closed loop when unknown inertial parameters are at risk to depend on time
but these conditions are guaranteed to hold.
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4.1 Boundedness of the mass matrix
The tracking capabilities of passivity-based control methods for robotic manipulators such as PD control
[4] or the approach in [9] are guaranteed by means of Lyapunov functions that in part are formed as
a quadratic form of the tracking error with the mass matrix. Therefore, the guarantees of stability of
such control algorithms are hinging on the existence of a positive lower uniform bound and a finite
upper uniform bound of the mass matrix, rendering conditions for the existence of such finite, positive
uniform bounds desirable. Before we highlight challenges arising explicitly from the time dependency
of the inertial parameters, we provide some insight into the existence of such bounds in the case of
constant, physically consistent inertial parameters: Positivity of a lower uniform bound of the mass matrix
necessitates the property in

Definition 2. The Jacobian J is called normal if it fulfills infq∈Rn
{

λmin(J(q)⊤J(q))
}
> 0.

to be satisfied by the Jacobian J. This can be seen by means of the following counterexample: The
inertial parameters ml = 1, hl =

(
0 0 0

)⊤ and Il = I3 for l ∈ {1, . . . ,N} are constant and physically
consistent (this is readily verified via Theorem 1 since f (Φl) = diag

( 1
2 I3, 1

)
≻ 0) and they lead to

Z(Θ) = I6N , cf. (24), (32). According to (31), the mass matrix with these inertial parameters is M(q,Θ) =
J(q)⊤J(q) such that loss of normality of the Jacobian J causes infq∈Rn(λmin(M(q,Θ))) = 0, i.e. causing
the greatest lower uniform bound of the mass matrix to lose its desirable positivity despite the fact that
the inertial parameters are chosen physically consistent and constant.

Moreover, it can be shown for constant, physically consistent inertial parameters that a positive lower
uniform bound of the mass matrix exists if and only if the Jacobian J is normal (see Lemma 1 from below)
and that a finite upper uniform bound of the mass matrix exists if and only if the robotic manipulator meets
the specifications listed in [3].

However, when dealing with time-dependent inertial parameters, then their physical consistency for
all times, compliance with the specifications listed in [3] and normality of the Jacobian J are not anymore
sufficient to guarantee the existence of finite, positive uniform bounds of the mass matrix, as is made evi-
dent by another counterexample: Consider a robotic manipulator with N = 1 describing the translational
movement of a solid uniform sphere with mass m1(t) ∈ R and radius r > 0, i.e. ρ1(x1, t) = 3

4πr3 m1(t)
for ∥x1∥ ≤ r and ρ1(x1, t) = 0 elsewhere, along the x-axis of the 0-th Newtonian frame. This results in
the normal Jacobian J(q) =

(
1 0 0 0 0 0

)⊤ and it renders the mass matrix M(q,Θ) = m1. The

other inertial parameters of the sphere besides m1(t) are h1(t) =
(
0 0 0

)⊤ and I1(t) = 2
5 m1(t)r2I3,

which leads to f (Φ1(t)) = m1(t)diag
( 1

5 r2I3, 1
)

and thus shows that they are physically consistent for
all times if and only if m1(t)> 0 for all t ≥ 0. Thereby, physical consistency for all times neither prevents
the greatest lower uniform bound of M from being nonpositive when limt→∞ m1(t) = 0 nor the lowest up-
per uniform bound of M from being infinity when limt→∞ m1(t) = ∞ even though this robotic manipulator
meets the requirements listed in [3].

To circumvent difficulties that arise when the inertial parameters approach the edge to physical incon-
sistency or diverge, we introduce some additional properties that rule out such pathological behavior:

Definition 3. The inertial parameters are upper bounded if supt≥0
{

λmax( f (Φl(t)))
}
< ∞ for all l ∈

{1, . . . ,N} and they are uniformly physically consistent if inft≥0
{

λmin( f (Φl(t)))
}
> 0 for all l ∈{1, . . . ,N}.

Equipped with the Definitions 2, 3, the standing Assumption 1 allows—provided some technical pre-
suppositions hold—to derive finite, positive uniform bounds for the mass matrix from upper boundedness
and uniform physical consistency of time-dependent inertial parameters. Specifically, we discuss the ex-
istence of a positive lower uniform bound of the mass matrix and then connect the presuppositions in [3]
for the existence of a finite upper uniform bound of the mass matrix for constant inertial parameters to
the time-dependent case.
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Positive lower uniform bound
Theorem 2. If the Jacobian J is normal and the inertial parameters are uniformly physically consistent,
then the mass matrix is uniformly bounded by a positive lower bound, specifically then M(q,Θ(t))⪰ α1In
for all t ≥ 0, q ∈ Rn with any positive constant

α1 < min
l∈{1,...,N}

{
inf
t≥0

{
λmin( f (Φl(t)))

}}
︸ ︷︷ ︸
positive due to uniform physical consistency

inf
q∈Rn

{
λmin(J(q)⊤J(q))

}
︸ ︷︷ ︸

positive due to normality

. (45)

Proof: The statements in this proof are valid for all l ∈ {1, . . . ,N}, t ≥ 0. Suppose, the in-
ertial parameters are uniformly physically consistent, i.e. we find constants ξl > 0 with f (Φl(t)) ≻
ξlI4. Thereby,

(Σl(t)−ξl I3 hl(t)
hl(t)⊤ ml(t)−ξl

)
≻ 0 such that we receive ml(t)− ξl > 0 and Σl(t)− ξlI3 − (ml(t)−

ξl)
−1hl(t)hl(t)⊤ ≻ 0 by application of Schur’s complement and thus arrive at tr(Σl(t)− ξlI3 − (ml(t)−

ξl)
−1hl(t)hl(t)⊤)I3 ≻ Σl(t)−ξlI3 − (ml(t)−ξl)

−1hl(t)hl(t)⊤. Reorganization gives tr(Σl(t))I3 −Σl(t)−
(ml(t)− ξl)

−1(tr(hl(t)hl(t)⊤)I3 − hl(t)hl(t)⊤) ≻ tr(ξlI3)I3 − ξlI3 ≻ ξlI3. Plugging in the inverse trans-
formation from Theorem 1 while using the equality S(hl(t))⊤S(hl(t)) = tr(hl(t)hl(t)⊤)I3 −hl(t)hl(t)⊤,
which itself is readily verified, leads to Il(t)− (ml(t)−ξl)

−1S(hl(t))⊤S(hl(t))≻ ξlI3, i.e. Il(t)−ξlI3 −
(−S(hl(t))⊤)((ml(t)−ξl)I3)

−1(−S(hl(t)))≻ 0. Application of Schur’s complement with respect to the
last inequality and (ml(t)− ξl)I3 ≻ 0 reveals

( (ml(t)−ξl)I3 −S(hl(t))
−S(hl(t))⊤ Il(t)−ξl I3

)
≻ 0, i.e. λmin(Z(Φl(t))) ≥ ξl , cf.

the definition of the matrix Z(Φl(t)) in (24). By means of (31), (32), we arrive at q̇⊤M(q,Θ(t))q̇ =
q̇⊤J(q)⊤diag

(
Z(Φ1(t)), . . . , Z(ΦN(t))

)
J(q)q̇ ≥ β q̇⊤J(q)⊤J(q)q̇ ≥ βγ∥q̇∥2 for all q, q̇ ∈Rn with the

constants β = minl∈{1,...,N}
{

ξl
}
> 0, γ = infq∈Rn

{
λmin(J(q)⊤J(q))

}
. Accordingly, λmin(M(q,Θ(t)))≥

βγ = α1, where the constant α1 is positive if the Jacobian J is normal, i.e. γ > 0, in addition to the
presupposed positivity of ξl and β . Moreover, we may rewrite α1 = γ minl∈{1,...,N}{ξl} such that (45)
follows by recalling that ξl can be chosen arbitrarily in

(
0, inft≥0{λmin( f (Φl(t)))}

)
.

The results in Theorem 2 lead to the next statement that provides a characterization of normality of
the Jacobian J by means of constant physically consistent inertial parameters:

Lemma 1. The Jacobian J is normal if and only if the greatest lower uniform bound of the mass matrix
is positive, i.e. infq∈Rn

{
λmin(M(q,Θ))

}
> 0, whenever the inertial parameters with f (Φl) ≻ 0 for all

l ∈ {1, . . . ,N} are physically consistent and constant.

Proof: The sufficient direction represents a special case of Theorem 2. The necessary direction
follows when considering the constant physically consistent inertial parameters from the first counterex-
ample with Z(Θ) = I6N because they cause infq∈Rn{λmin(J(q)⊤J(q))}= infq∈Rn{M(q,Θ)}, cf. (31).

Finite upper uniform bound
Assumption 2. If the inertial parameters are physically consistent and constant, i.e. f (Φl) ≻ 0 for all
l ∈ {1, . . . ,N}, then supq∈Rn

{
λmax(M(q,Θ))

}
< ∞.

In [3], Fathi Gorbel et al. exactly characterize open kinematic chains that possess the desirable prop-
erty supq∈Rn

{
λmax(M(q,Θ))

}
< ∞, provided that the analysis is restricted to constant, physically consis-

tent inertial parameters. More precisely, the joints must appear in a certain order, depending on whether
they are revolute or prismatic and the rotations of the rigid bodies must maintain a certain orientation
relative to each other for all q ∈ Rn. This means that the specifications listed in [3] put constraints on the
poses of the joints relative to each other and therefore—in light of the standing Assumption 1 and pro-
vided that the origins of the body-fixed frames are located at the joints—we can evaluate the validity of
these constraints by means of information contained in the forward kinematic map F independently of the
distributions of mass and thus independently of the inertial parameters. Hence, if all poses of the joints
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that are possible during operation of the robotic manipulator for one arbitrary set of constant, physically
consistent inertial parameters meet the specifications listed in [3], then the Assumption 2 is fulfilled. This
simple way of checking the validity of Assumption 2 opens up the possibility to assess the existence of a
finite upper uniform bound of the mass matrix in the case of time-dependent inertial parameters by means
of the next result:

Theorem 3. Suppose, the Assumption 2 is fulfilled. If the inertial parameters are physically consistent
for all times and upper bounded, then the mass matrix is uniformly bounded through a finite upper bound,
specifically then there exists a constant 0 ≤ α2 < ∞ with 0 ⪯ M(q,Θ(t))⪯ α2In for all q ∈ Rn, t ≥ 0 that
satisfies

α2 ≤ 2 max
l∈{1,...,N}

{
sup
t≥0

{
λmax( f (Φl(t)))

}}
︸ ︷︷ ︸

finite due to upper boundedness

sup
q∈Rn

{
σmax(J(q))2}

︸ ︷︷ ︸
finite as per Assumption 2, cf. Lemma 2

. (46)

Proof: Consider inertial parameters with f (Φl(t))≻ 0 and supt≥0
{

λmax( f (Φl(t)))
}
< ∞ for all l ∈

{1, . . . ,N}, t ≥ 0, i.e. they are physically consistent for all times and upper bounded. Since the Assump-
tion 2 is fulfilled and the inertial parameters at t = 0 are physically consistent, i.e. f (Φl(0)) ≻ 0 for all
l ∈ {1, . . . ,N}, we find a constant 0 ≤ ζ < ∞ with ζ∥q̇∥2 ≥ q̇⊤M(q,Θ(0))q̇ = q̇⊤J(q)⊤Z(Θ(0))J(q)q̇ ≥
λmin(Z(Θ(0)))q̇⊤J(q)⊤J(q)q̇ for all q, q̇ ∈ Rn, cf. (31). Following the argumentation in the proof of
Theorem 2, physical consistency of the inertial parameters at t = 0 causes λmin(Z(Φl(0)))> 0 for all l ∈
{1, . . . ,N} and consequently it leads to λmin(Z(Θ(0))) = minl∈{1,...N}

{
λmin(Z(Φl(0)))

}
> 0. We arrive

at q̇⊤J(q)⊤J(q)q̇ ≤ ζ

λmin(Z(Θ(0)))∥q̇∥2 for all q, q̇ ∈ Rn and thus obtain supq∈Rn
{

λmax(J(q)⊤J(q))
}
≤ δ

with the constant δ = ζ

λmin(Z(Θ(0))) ∈ [0,∞). The subsequent argumentation aims to infer upper bound-
edness of Z(Θ(·)) from the presupposed upper boundedness of the inertial parameters. The remaining
statements in this proof are valid for all l ∈ {1, . . . ,N}, t ≥ 0. Due to λmax( f (Φl(t))) < ∞, we find con-
stants ζl ∈ [0,∞) with f (Φl(t)) ≺ ζlI4, i.e.

( ζl I3−Σl(t) −hl(t)
−hl(t)⊤ ζl−ml(t)

)
≻ 0. According to Schur’s complement,

this implies ζl −ml(t) > 0 and ζlI3 − Σl(t)− (ζl −ml(t))−1hl(t)hl(t)⊤ ≻ 0, where the latter inequal-
ity leads to tr(ζlI3 −Σl(t)− (ζl −ml(t))−1hl(t)hl(t)⊤)I3 ≻ ζlI3 −Σl(t)− (ζl −ml(t))−1hl(t)hl(t)⊤. Re-
ordering shows Σl(t)− tr(Σl(t))I3 − (ζl −ml(t))−1(tr(hl(t)hl(t)⊤)I3 −hl(t)hl(t)⊤) ≻ ζlI3 − tr(ζlI3)I3 =
−2ζlI3, which, by taking into account the inverse transformation in Theorem 1 and S(hl(t))⊤S(hl(t)) =
tr(hl(t)hl(t)⊤)I3−hl(t)hl(t)⊤, rewrites as Il(t)+(ζl −ml(t))−1S(hl(t))⊤S(hl(t))≺ 2ζlI3. Due to ζl ≥ 0,
the more conservative inequality Il(t)+ (2ζl −ml(t))−1S(hl(t))⊤S(hl(t)) ≺ 2ζlI3 also is valid, i.e. we
obtain 2ζlI3 − Il(t)−S(hl(t))⊤((2ζl −ml(t))I3)

−1S(hl(t)) ≻ 0. Applying Schur’s complement with re-
spect to the last inequality and the consequence (2ζl −ml(t))I3 ≻ 0 of ζl ≥ 0 and ζl −ml(t) > 0 yields( (2ζl−ml(t))I3 S(hl(t))

S(hl(t))⊤ 2ζl I3−Il

)
≻ 0. This leads to Z(Φl(t))≺ 2ζlI6, cf. the definition in (24), i.e. we have verified

upper boundedness of Z(Θ(·)) with ε = supt≥0
{

λmax(Z(Θ(t)))
}
= supt≥0, l∈{1,...,N}

{
λmax(Z(Φl(t)))

}
≤

maxl∈{1,...,N}
{

2ζl
}
∈ [0,∞). Hence, the structure of (31) shows q̇⊤M(q,Θ(t))q̇= q̇⊤J(q)⊤Z(Θ(t))J(q)q̇≤

ε q̇⊤J(q)⊤J(q)q̇ ≤ εσmax
{

J(q)}2∥q̇∥2 ≤ α2∥q̇∥2 for all q, q̇ ∈ Rn with α2 = ε supq∈Rn
{

σmax{J(q)}2
}
≤

εδ ∈ [0,∞), revealing the constant α2 to be nonnegative and finite, as desired. Furthermore, ζl can be
chosen in compliance with its initial definition as ζl = ς supt≥0{λmax( f (Φl(t))) with any ς > 1. Thus,
by recalling the structure of α2 and ε , we obtain α2 ≤ 2maxl∈{1,...,N}{ζl}supq∈Rn

{
σmax{J(q)}2

}
=

2ς maxl∈{1,...,N}{supt≥0{λmax( f (Φl(t)))}supq∈Rn
{

σmax{J(q)}2
}

for any ς > 1, which implies (46) when
choosing ς arbitrarily close to one.

The next lemma shows how to check the validity of Assumption 2, i.e. the condition to obtain a finite
upper uniform bound for the inertia matrix by means of Theorem 3, without taking a detour via [3] but
instead directly using information carried in the forward kinematic map F , specifically its Jacobian J:
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Lemma 2. The Jacobian J is uniformly upper bounded with supq∈Rn
{

σmax(J(q))
}
< ∞ if and only if

Assumption 2 holds.

Proof: First, we verify the sufficient direction of the desired equivalence. The structure of the
mass matrix in (31) shows q̇⊤M(q,Θ)q̇ ≤ σmax(J(q))2λmax(Z(Θ))∥q̇∥ for all q, q̇ ∈ Rn and arbitrary
inertial parameters Θ ∈ R10N . This results in λmax(M(q,Θ)) ≤ σmax(J(q))2λmax(Z(Θ)). Since phys-
ically consistent, constant inertial parameters trivially are upper bounded, they admit λmax(Z(Θ)) ∈
(0,∞), cf. the proof of Theorem 3, and thus, we receive supq∈Rn

{
λmax(M(q,Θ))} < ∞ for such in-

ertial parameters if supq∈Rn
{

σmax(J(q))
}
< ∞. Next, in order to show necessity in the desired equiv-

alence, consider rigid bodies with the inertial parameters ml = 1, hl =
(
0 0 0

)⊤ and Il = I3 for
l ∈ {1, . . . ,N} such that Z(Θ) = I6N . Then, the structure of (31) leads to supq∈Rn

{
λmax(M(q,Θ))

}
=

supq∈Rn
{

λmax(J(q)⊤J(q))
}
= supq∈Rn

{
σmax(J(q))

}2. Accordingly, the physical consistency of these
specific inertial parameters, which is confirmed by means of Theorem 1 in view of f (Φl)= diag

( 1
2 I3, 1

)
≻

0, shows that validity of Assumption 2 implies supq∈Rn
{

σmax(J(q))
}
< ∞.

Irrespective of the way one evaluates the validity of Assumption 2, the summary of the findings on
finite, positive uniform boundedness of the mass matrix, i.e. the conjunction of Theorem 2 and Theorem 3,
presents itself as follows:

Corollary 1. Suppose, the Jacobian J is normal and the Assumption 2 is fulfilled. If the inertial param-
eters are upper bounded and uniformly physically consistent, then the mass matrix is uniformly bounded
with α1In ⪯ M(q,Θ(t))⪯ α2In for all q ∈ Rn, t ≥ 0, where 0 < α1 ≤ α2 < ∞ are suitable constants.

Further, by conjunction of Lemma 1 and Lemma 2, we obtain the subsequent result that provides
contrast to the time-dependent case described in Corollary 1 when the inertial parameters are constant:

Corollary 2. The Jacobian J is normal and uniformly upper bounded, i.e. it admits β1In ⪯ J(q)⊤J(q)⪯
β2In for all q ∈Rn with some constants 0 < β1 ≤ β2 < ∞, if and only if there exist finite, positive uniform
bounds 0 < α1 ≤ α2 < ∞ of the mass matrix satisfying α1In ⪯ M(q,Θ) ⪯ α2In for all q ∈ Rn whenever
the inertial parameters with f (Φl)≻ 0 for all l ∈ {1, . . . ,N} are constant and physically consistent.

Notably, Corollary 2 is an equivalence. This means that the required normality of the Jacobian J and
fulfillment of the Assumption 2—i.e. additional uniform upper boundedness of J, see Lemma 2—for
existence of finite, positive uniform bounds of the mass matrix in Corollary 1 are not only sufficient but
also necessary for validity of an assertion commonly made implicitly by contributions on robot control,
e.g. in [9, 12]: that finite positive uniform bounds for the mass matrix will exist simply because the inertial
parameters correspond to physically meaningful rigid bodies, i.e. because they are physically consistent
and constant. Thus, if one is willing to assert existence of finite, positive uniform bounds of the mass
matrix based purely on rigidity of and physical meaning in the bodies that build a robotic manipulator
then Corollary 1 may be invoked to discuss the case of time-dependent inertial parameters without need
to impose any further restrictions on the kinematics of such a robot represented by J. Moreover, on the
contrary, should a given robotic manipulator break this common assertion because its kinematics lack
either normality or uniform upper boundedness of the corresponding Jacobian J, then either Theorem 3
or Theorem 2 still provides the means to assess the opposing uniform bound of the mass matrix by
judging either upper boundedness or uniformity of physically consistent inertial parameters, respectively.
Thereby, the only case for which none of our results on the boundedness of the mass matrix are applicable
is the degenerate one where the common assertion from above breaks because the kinematics of a given
robotic manipulator are described by a non-normal Jacobian J that is not uniformly upper bounded.
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4.2 Boundedness of other components in the generalized robotics equation
Theorem 4. Let the Assumption 2 apply. If the time derivatives of the inertial parameters are bounded
with supt≥0

{
σmax( f (Φ̇l(t)))

}
< ∞ for all l ∈ {1, . . . ,N}, then supq∈Rn, t≥0

{
σmax(M(q,Θ̇(t)))

}
< ∞.

Proof: The statements in this proof hold for all l ∈ {1, . . . ,N}, t ≥ 0. Consider inertial parame-
ters whose time derivatives admit supt≥0

{
σmax( f (Φ̇l(t)))

}
< ∞, i.e. we can find a constant µ ∈ [0,∞)

with σmax( f (Φ̇l(t))) ≤ µ . Accordingly, the absolute values of the entries in f (Φ̇(t)) are bounded by µ ,
i.e.
∣∣ṁl(t)

∣∣, ∣∣ḣx,l(t)
∣∣, ∣∣ḣy,l(t)

∣∣, ∣∣ḣz,l(t)
∣∣≤ µ and

∣∣e⊤i Σ̇l(t)e j
∣∣= ∣∣tr(Σ̇l(t))e⊤i e j − e⊤i İl(t)e j

∣∣≤ µ for all i, j ∈
{1,2,3} when taking into account the consequence tr(İl(t)) = 2tr(Σ̇l(t)) of the inverse transformation in
Theorem 1. Therein, ei ∈ R3 is the i-th standard unit vector. For i < j, we receive

∣∣İi j,l(t)
∣∣ ≤ µ for the

entries in İl(t) offside its main diagonal. For i = j, we obtain
∣∣tr(Σ̇l(t))− İii,l(t)

∣∣≤ µ and
∣∣tr(Σ̇l(t))

∣∣≤ 3µ ,
which necessarily leads to

∣∣İii,l(t)
∣∣ ≤ 4µ , i.e. boundedness of the absolute values of the remaining diag-

onal entries in İl(t). Hence, the absolute values of all entries in Z(Θ̇(t)) are bounded by 4µ < ∞, cf. the
definitions in (24), (32), and thus we obtain σmax(Z(Θ̇(t))) ≤ χ with some constant χ ∈ [0,∞). Now,
by means of (31), we get q̇⊤M(q,Θ̇(t))⊤M(q,Θ̇(t))q̇ = q̇⊤J(q)⊤Z(Θ̇(t))⊤J(q)J(q)⊤Z(Θ̇(t))J(q)q̇ ≤
σmax(J(q))4σmax(Z(Θ̇(t)))2∥q̇∥2 for all q, q̇ ∈ Rn, i.e. σmax(M(q,Θ̇(t))) ≤ χσmax(J(q))2 such that we
arrive at the desired supq∈Rn, t≥0

{
σmax(M(q,Θ̇(t)))

}
< ∞ by virtue of Lemma 2 since the Assumption 2

is fulfilled.

Lemma 3. Q(q) is bounded with supq∈Rn
{

σmax(Q(q))
}
≤
√

2.

Proof: Due to (26), (34), the matrix Q(q)⊤Q(q) admits a diagonal block structure, where diagonal
entries are I3 and M(φl) = T⊤A3,3(R(φl))

⊤S⊤SA3,3(R(φl))T evaluated for φl = Fφl (q), l ∈ {1, . . . ,N}.
The orthonormality of R(φ) shows A3,3(R(φ))⊤A3,3(R(φ))= I9 and thereby λmax(M(φ))≤ λmax(S⊤S)·
λmax(T⊤T ) = 2 for all φ ∈R3, cf. (72). In conjunction with the block structure of Q(q)⊤Q(q), this leads
to σmax(Q(q))≤ maxφ∈R3

{
λmax(I3),λmax(M(φ))

}1/2 ≤
√

2 for all q ∈ Rn, as desired.

5 Conclusion
The contribution of this work is twofold. On the one hand, we have derived a generalization of the
robotics equation that describes all relevant effects associated with time-dependent change of inertial
parameters including these originating from the causative time dependency of the distributions of mass.
The modeling provides a clear distinction between effects that are and those that are not described by
our generalization, therefore enabling purposeful testing of e.g. adaptive control algorithms by weighing
realism and complexity. It is noteworthy that loading processes of end-effectors are inside the scope of
our model. On the other hand, we have shown that uniform physical consistency and upper boundedness
of (estimated) inertial parameters guarantees finite, positive uniform boundedness of the (estimated) mass
matrix. Potentially, this is a powerful result, as we believe that natural adaptation schemes inspired by
[6] already provide uniformity and upper boundedness of their physically consistent estimates without
calling it out. If this is true or uniformity and upper boundedness could be achieved by minor revision of
the approach in [6], then it would elevate natural adaptation from promising in some sense refined control
action to providing adaptation with the guarantee to estimate a uniformly positive definite mass matrix,
removing a pain point of control for robotic systems with imprecise knowledge of the inertial parameters.
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Appendix
In order to shorten some expressions in the subsequent analysis, we use the following convention: When-
ever J, M, Mk, j Q, U , L, Γi, j,k, C, F , G are written without arguments, they represent J(q), M(q,Θ),
Mk, j(q,Θ) Q(q), U(q,Θ), L(q, q̇,Θ, t), Γi, j,k(q,Θ), C(q, q̇,Θ), F(q,Θ,Θ̇), G(q,Θ), respectively.

Derivation of the generalized robotics equation using the Lagrange formalism
We use (30), (37) and (38) to derive the generalization of the robotics equation (39). To this end, let
k ∈ {1, . . . ,n} and consider the decomposition of J =

(
J1 . . . Jn

)
∈ R6N×n into Jk ∈ R6N . Due to

M ∈ sym(n) and q̇⊤J⊤Q= ∑
n
j=1 q̇ jJ⊤j Q, we get

∂L
∂ q̇k

=
n

∑
j=1

(1
2

( n

∑
i=1

Mi, j
∂ q̇iq̇ j

∂ q̇k

)
+

∂ q̇ jJ⊤j QΨ

∂ q̇k

)
(47)
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=
( n

∑
j=1

Mk, jq̇ j

)
+ J⊤k QΨ (48)

and thus obtain

d
dt

(
∂L
∂ q̇k

)
=
( n

∑
j=1

dMk, jq̇ j

dt

)
+

dΨ⊤Q⊤Jk

dt
(49)

=
( n

∑
j=1

Mk, jq̈ j +
( n

∑
i=1

∂Mk, j

∂qi
q̇iq̇ j

)
+
( 10N

∑
h=1

∂Mk, j

∂Θh
Θ̇hq̇ j

))
+ Ψ̇

⊤Q⊤Jk +
∂Ψ⊤Q⊤Jk

∂q
q̇ (50)

from J⊤k QΨ = Ψ⊤Q⊤Jk. Further, the structure of the Lagrangian in (37) leads to

∂L
∂qk

=
( n

∑
j=1

(1
2

n

∑
i=1

∂Mi, j

∂qk
q̇iq̇ j

)
+

∂ q̇ jJ⊤j QΨ

∂qk

)
− ∂U

∂qk
(51)

such that the equations of motion (38) of the open kinematic chain evaluate to( n

∑
j=1

Mk, jq̈ j

)
+Γ+

( n

∑
j=1

10N

∑
h=1

∂Mk, j

∂Θh
Θ̇hq̇ j

)
+

∂U
∂qk

(52)

−
( n

∑
j=1

∂Ψ⊤Q⊤J j

∂qk
q̇ j

)
+ J⊤k QΨ̇+

∂J⊤k QΨ

∂q
q̇ = τk +wk,

where

Γ =
n

∑
j=1

n

∑
i=1

(
∂Mk, j

∂qi
− 1

2
∂Mi, j

∂qk

)
q̇iq̇ j =

n

∑
j=1

n

∑
i=1

Γi, j,kq̇iq̇ j (53)

in view of the definition (40) of the Christoffel symbols of the first kind. Thus, the equation (52) can be
rewritten as ( n

∑
j=1

Mk, jq̈ j

)
+
( n

∑
j=1

( n

∑
i=1

Γi, j,kq̇i +
10N

∑
h=1

∂Mk, j

∂Θh
Θ̇h

)
q̇ j

)
(54)

+
(

∂J⊤k QΨ

∂q
− ∂Ψ⊤Q⊤J

∂qk

)
q̇+

∂U
∂qk

= τk +wk − J⊤k QΨ̇.

Stacking terms on top of each other as in
∂J⊤1 QΨ

∂q − ∂Ψ⊤Q⊤J
∂q1

...
∂J⊤n QΨ

∂q − ∂Ψ⊤Q⊤J
∂qn

=
∂J⊤QΨ

∂q
−


(

∂J⊤QΨ

∂q1

)⊤
...(

∂J⊤QΨ

∂qn

)⊤
 (55)

=
∂J⊤QΨ

∂q
−
(

∂J⊤QΨ

∂q

)⊤
(56)

reveals the stacked version of (54) for k = 1, . . . ,n as

M(q,Θ)q̈+
(
C(q, q̇,Θ)+F(q,Θ,Θ̇)+H(q,Ψ)

)
q̇+G(q,Θ) = τ +w− J(q)⊤Q(q)Ψ̇, (57)
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when taking into account the definitions (41), (42) and (43). In accordance with (54), the matrix F(q,Θ,Θ̇)∈
sym(n) in (57) reads

F(q,Θ,Θ̇) =

(
10N

∑
h=1

∂Mk, j(q,Θ)

∂Θh
Θ̇h

)
(k, j)∈{1,...,n}2

, (58)

which can be simplified further, as is discussed next: Since the mass matrix M(q,Θ) is linear in the
inertial parameters, we find regressor functions Mh

k, j(q) ∈ R, h = {1, . . . ,10N} with

Mk, j(q,Θ) =
10N

∑
h=1

Mh
k, j(q)Θh (59)

for all k, j ∈ {1, . . . ,n}. They allow to rewrite

F(q,Θ,Θ̇) =

(
10N

∑
h=1

∂ ∑
10N
h=1 Mh

k, j(q)Θh

∂Θh
Θ̇h

)
(k, j)∈{1,...,n}2

(60)

=

(
10N

∑
h=1

Mh
k, j(q)Θ̇h

)
(k, j)∈{1,...,n}2

(61)

= M(q,Θ̇), (62)

thus shaping the already established (57) into the desired generalized robotics equation (39).

Verification of two inherent properties of the generalized robotics equation
We start by verifying the 1. inherent property, i.e. skew-symmetry of the matrices N = Ṁ − 2C −F
and H. First, H ∈ skew(n) is an immediate consequence of its definition in (43). Second, due to Ṁ,F ∈
sym(n), we have N ∈ skew(n) if and only if N =−Ṁ+2C⊤+F , holding, if and only if Ṁ−F =C+C⊤.
Accordingly, we evaluate the validity of the equation Ṁ−F =C+C⊤: Due to (40) and M ∈ sym(n), its
right-hand-side

C+C⊤ =

(
n

∑
i=1

(
Γi, j,k +Γi,k, j

)
q̇i

)
(k, j)∈{1,...,n}2

(63)

=

(
n

∑
i=1

1
2

(
∂Mk, j

∂qi
+

∂Mk,i

∂q j
−

∂Mi, j

∂qk
+

∂M j,k

∂qi
+

∂M j,i

∂qk
−

∂Mi,k

∂q j

)
q̇i

)
(k, j)∈{1,...,n}2

(64)

=

(
n

∑
i=1

∂Mk, j

∂qi
q̇i

)
(k, j)∈{1,...,n}2

(65)

equals its left-hand-side

Ṁ−F =

(
Ṁk, j −

( 10N

∑
h=1

∂Mk, j

∂Θh
Θ̇h

))
(k, j)∈{1,...,n}2

(66)

=

(( n

∑
i=1

Mk, j

∂qi
q̇i

)
+
( 10N

∑
h=1

∂Mk, j(q,Θ)

∂Θh
Θ̇h

)
−
( 10N

∑
h=1

∂Mk, j(q,Θ)

∂Θh
Θ̇h

))
(k, j)∈{1,...,n}2

. (67)
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This results in N ∈ skew(n), as desired.
Next, we back up the 2. inherent property of the generalized robotics equation (39), i.e. its linear

dependence on constant inertial parameters as stated in (44). Since the mass matrix M(q,Θ) as well as
the potential energy U(q,Θ) are linear in the inertial parameters, we find regressor functions Uh(q) ∈Rn,
h = {1, . . . ,10N} with

U(q,Θ) =
n

∑
h=1

Uh(q)Θh, (68)

in addition to the already established regressor functions Mh
k, j(q) for h = {1, . . . ,10N}, k, j ∈ {1, . . . ,n}

that allow for the decomposition (59). Accordingly, for any a =
(
ak
)

k∈{1,...,n},v =
(
vk
)

k∈{1,...,n} ∈ Rn,
we obtain M(q,Θ)a = Rm(q,a)Θ, C(q, q̇,Θ)v = RC(q, q̇,v)Θ and G(q,Θ) = RG(q)Θ by introducing the
regressor functions

RM(q,a) =

(
n

∑
j=1

Mh
k, j(q)a j

)
(k,h)∈{1,...,n}×{1,...,10N}

, (69)

RC(q, q̇,v) =

(
1
2

n

∑
j=1

n

∑
i=1

(
∂Mh

k, j(q)

∂qi
+

∂Mh
k,i(q)

∂q j
−

∂Mh
i, j(q)

∂qk

)
q̇iv j

)
(k,h)∈{1,...,n}×{1,...,10N}

, (70)

RG(q) =
(
U1(q) . . . U10N(q)

)
. (71)

Hence, we arrive at M(q,Θ)a +C(q, q̇,Θ)v + G(q,Θ) = R(q, q̇,v,a)Θ with R(q, q̇,v,a) = RM(q,a) +
RC(q, q̇,v) + RG(q) ∈ Rn×10N , i.e. the desired equation (44) results from decomposing R(q, q̇,v,a) =(
R1(q, q̇,v,a) . . . R10N(q, q̇,v,a)

)
into Rl(q, q̇,v,a) ∈ Rn×10, l ∈ {1, . . . ,N}.

Auxiliary Statement
Lemma 4. Let

S =
(0 0 0 0 0 −1 0 1 0

0 0 1 0 0 0 −1 0 0
0 −1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

)
, T =


1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

 . (72)

Then, S(x)R=−SA3,3(R)TA3,1(x) for all x ∈ R3, R∈ R3×3.

Proof: Take arbitrary x ∈ R3 and consider the decomposition R =
(
R1 R2 R3

)
∈ R3×3. We

obtain S(x)R =
(
S(x)R1 S(x)R2 S(x)R3

)
= −

(
S(R1)x S(R2)x S(R3)x

)
from the anticom-

mutativity of the cross product, i.e. S(x)y = −S(y)x for all y ∈ R3. Further, the fact S(y) = SA3,1(y)
is readily verified for any y ∈ R3 and thus leads to S(x)R = −

(
S(R1) S(R2) S(R3)

)
A3,1(x) =

−S
(
A3,1(R1) A3,1(R2) A3,1(R3)

)
A3,1(x). Now, since the permutation matrix T admits(

A3,1(R1) A3,1(R2) A3,1(R3)
)
=A3,3(R)T , we arrive at S(x)R=−SA3,3(R)TA3,1(x).
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