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We study a three-dimensional articulated rigid-body biped model that possesses zero cost of
transport walking gaits. Energy losses are avoided due to the complete elimination of the foot-
ground collisions by the concerted oscillatory motion of the model’s parts. The model consists of
two parts connected via a universal joint. It does not rely on any geometry altering mechanisms,
massless parts or springs. Despite the model’s simplicity, its collisionless gaits feature walking
with finite speed, foot clearance and ground friction. The collisionless spectrum can be studied
analytically in the small movement limit, revealing infinitely many periodic modes. The modes
differ in the number of sagittal and coronal plane oscillations at different stages of the walking
cycle. We focus on the mode with the minimal number of such oscillations, presenting its complete
analytical solution. We then numerically evolve it toward a general non-small movement solution.

A general collisionless mode can be tuned by adjusting a single model parameter. Some of the
presented results display a surprising degree of generality and universality.

I. INTRODUCTION

Arguably, energy efficiency is one of the two most im-
portant issues in the field of robotic locomotion [I] (the
other one — control robustness — is outside the scope of
this paper). Efficiency makes an autonomous robot pro-
portionally more useful, as it can run longer on a sin-
gle power refill [2] (e.g. battery charge) and wears out
its hardware more slowly. A common measures of effi-
ciency for mobile robots is the cost of transport (COT)
— the amount of energy spent by a traveling robot per its
weight per distance traveled.

The importance of energy efficiency is not limited to
man-made machines. As it offers a clear survival advan-
tage, it is natural to expect for animal gaits to be signif-
icantly shaped by the energy efficiency requirements [3].
Indeed, optimizing a detailed human neuromusculoskele-
tal model for COT produces a gait similar to a natural
human gait [4].

Likewise, when anthropomorphic robots are designed
with COT optimality as the main objective, their walk-
ing gaits often appear humanlike [5] [6]. Walking motion
patterns in these robots are mostly decided by their pas-
sive dynamics. To sustain walking they need a relatively
small energy injection, either through joint actuation or
by walking on a slight incline.

Since COT optimality plays a prominent role, it is rea-
sonable to ask: how energy is lost during walking and how
these losses can be minimized? In this work, we are only
concerned with mechanical losses. In general, energy is
lost when the robot’s actuators work against its passive
dynamics and when its feet interact with the ground. For
a passive walker only the latter is of concern: energy is
lost when a foot either collides with or slides against the
ground. To avoid the collision loss the foot velocity must
vanish at the contact. For the foot then to stay on the
ground, its acceleration must also vanish [7], while the
jerk (time derivative of acceleration) should remain fi-
nite at the contact [§]. This type of collisionless motion
has been proposed and demonstrated in a hopper [7, [§]

and a rimless wheel [9] [10].

Note, if only velocity vanishes at the contact [11], an
additional mechanism (e.g. suction cups) is needed to
keep the robot in contact with the surface, as the surface
reaction force is negative (directed into the surface away
from the robot) when the contact occurs, as in brachi-
ation [I2]. If the ground reaction force is non-negative
everywhere on a walking trajectory, we call such walking
conventional.

For an appropriately designed walker, the collision
losses can be made to scale as the fourth power of ve-
locity [13], thereby COT vanishing as the third power at
low velocity. From a certain practical stand point, such
elimination of COT in the limit may be of limited utility.
In this work we are concerned with finding a finite-speed
collisionless solution. We are also not interested in non-
physical solutions, such as considering massless springs,
even though they trivially provide for a lossless locomo-
tion.

Some passive walker models require additional active
mechanisms to practically realize their walking modes.
For example, leg retraction may be needed to prevent
ground scuffing [13], or knees may need to be actively
locked for a portion of a walking cycle [I4]. While tech-
nically realizable, they add to the engineering challenge
[15], and ideally should be avoided, if possible.

In this work we report a three-dimensional passive
walker model with a perfectly collisionless finite-speed
walking gait. The model is free of nuisances requiring en-
gineering intervention. The ground scuffing is avoided by
rocking motion in the coronal plane, without altering the
model’s geometry. There is no joint locking. The robot
is made of articulated rigid parts without use of springs.
The walking gait is realized at finite ground friction. The
existence of a collisionless solution is demonstrated an-
alytically. To date, to the best of our knowledge, no
collissionless finite-speed conventional bipedal walking in
a physically realistic model has been conclusively demon-
strated by solving equations of motion, either numerically
or analytically, in either two or three dimensions.



The analytical solution is obtained via a perturbation
theory in the feet separation parameter, to the lowest
order necessary to establish a nontrivial (i.e. walking)
collisionless solution. This amounts to considering the
sagittal and coronal dynamics to linear order and the ax-
ial dynamics to quadratic order. The perturbative treat-
ment is justified under certain conditions, which we col-
lectively term the small movement limit (SML). A SML
solution can be numerically evolved to a general solution
using constrained gradient descent optimization.

We showed that the number of model parameters
needed for tuning a collisionless solution is in general
independent of the model complexity and only depends
on the topological properties of the foot-ground interac-
tion. Interestingly, our SML solution is to a significant
degree encoded by a pair of universal functions, com-
pletely independent of the model parameterization. It is
an intriguing possibility that this universality of the col-
lisionless solution is not coincidental to our model, but
may be generalizable to other models as well.

The solution of our springless model features a peculiar
hanging torso gait. To enable a more-anthropomorphic
looking standing torso gait, we also considered a model
endowed with springs. We established an up-down torso
duality and exploited it to formulate the standing torso
solution in terms of the original springless model solution.

The paper is organized as follows. The biped model
is introduced in Sec. [l In Sec. [l we derive the exact
equations of motion, as well as their approximate and
simpler SML form. Certain symmetry constraints are
imposed on the general solution in Sec. [V} to make the
solution search more manageable. The SML solution is
analytically investigated throughout Sec. [V} The found
SML solution is employed as an initial guess for a gen-
eral numerical solution presented in Sec. [VI] In Sec. [VII]
we discuss related work and outline directions for possi-
ble future research. Throughout this paper, for the sake
of both clarity and completeness of presentation, many
technical detailed have been relegated to the appendices.

II. MODEL, TERMINOLOGY AND NOTATIONS

In this section we introduce the biped model, related
terminology and some ubiquitous notations.

The biped model is depicted in Fig.. It is composed
of two rigid parts, called legs and torso, connected at
the hip via a universal joint. The endpoints of the legs
coming in contact with the ground (z = 0 plane) are
called feet. The hip and feet form an isosceles triangle
(with the hip at the apex). In the figure, the biped is
shown in the upright configuration, characterized by the
reflection symmetries relative to the coronal (z = 0) and
sagittal (y = 0) planes.

We limit our consideration to periodic walking motion.
Walking consists of alternating single and double support
phases. In the double support phase, called phase II,
both feet are on the ground. In the single support phase,
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FIG. 1. Biped model. The figure is schematic: in general,
the depicted leg and torso links should not be regarded as
indicative of the mass distribution.

called phase I, only one foot (called stance foot) is on the
ground. The other foot (called swing foot) is moved to a
new location during phase I, thereby realizing a stepping
motion.

Unless stated otherwise, by collisionless walking (gait,
or solution) we mean collisionless conventional walking,
that is with both velocity and acceleration vanishing at
the moment of contact. Because collisionless gait con-
serves energy, it is time reversible. Therefore, we do not
need to distinguish between a foot strike and lift-off. We
refer to both as an impact event, foot impact or impact
for short.

Before we proceed, a few words are in order about our
matrix conventions. We use square brackets to denote a
matrix, commas to separate matrix elements and semi-
colons to separate matrix rows. Vectors are in column
format. Due to heavy use of sub- and superscripts, we
use parentheses to explicitly indicate vector or matrix
component indices, unless noted otherwise. A compo-
nent index can be replaced by the dot symbol, to select
all elements it represents. For example, M.y and M.
are i-th row and j-th column of a matrix M. Transpo-
sition is denoted M(-';j) = M;;)- The Kronecker delta is
dij = O¢ij)- An identity matrix I,x,, is n x m matrix
In><m(ij) = 51'3'; also, I = [3><3.

The contact of the stance foot can be modeled as a fic-
titious spherical joint attaching the biped to the ground.
The universal and spherical joints can be viewed as two
and three hinge joints respectively, connected in series,
see Fig.. We use ¢, 6 and v to denote rotation an-
gles in the coronal, sagittal and axial (z = 0) planes
correspondingly. In phase I, hinge angles g§ = [y, 0;]"
specify the torso’s orientation relative to the legs, and
hinge angles ¢§ = [¢;,0;,¢;]" specify the legs’ orienta-



tion relative to the ground. In phase II, the degrees ¢;
and v, are inactive, therefore ¢ = [6;], while ¢! = ¢;.
The model’s configuration is fully specified by the gener-
alized coordinates ¢” = [q]’; ¢/'], where the support phase
superscripts p stands for ‘s’ and ‘d’ in the single and
double support phases respectively. In the upright con-
figuration q(si 43) = 0 by convention. We will also refer

to qs = (¢, ¢4)7, qo = [01,0:]7 and v, subspaces as the
coronal (or ¢), sagittal (or #) and axial (or 1) sectors
correspondingly.

It is often convenient to work in a body-fixed frame
of a rigid body. Let us denote the ground frame, the
legs’ body frame and the torso’s body frame as Fy, F
and F; correspondingly. The ground frame F} is shown
in Fig.. By convention, in the upright configuration
Fy = F; = F;. In general, for vectors and matrices we
may optionally use the frame superscript (g, [ or t) to ex-
plicitly indicate the frame their components are written
in. For many quantities we can omit the frame super-
script (unless expressly stated otherwise) when we are
not concerned with a coordinate representation, or when
the ground frame is implied. The rotation matrix R ro-
tates vector coordinates from F,, to Fj, that is 7* = Rgpr?
for a vector r. The angular velocity of F} relative to
F, is Qu = RabRIb, where the hat notation indicates
a skew symmetric matrix é defined via the antisymmet-
ric symbol as a(;j) = Y, €(jik)a(k)- For convenience, we
may introduce shorthand notations. For example, we
define Ry = Ry, Ry = Ry, 1 = Qq, O = Qi and
Qy = Qg = Q1 + Q. The precise specifications of the
joints’ parameterization, and hence the dependence of R
and  on ¢ and ¢ are presented in App. [Al

The model’s geometric and inertial parameters are
specified as follows. Let Og, 01,05 and Oy, be the foot,
the legs’ center of mass (COM), the torso’s COM and
the hip_>1respectively,_as> shown in Fig.. We define
T = 0001, o = 0002, rp, = OoOh, and Ty = OhOQ.
Note, 7t, rl and r! are constants, defined by the follow-
ing parameterization:
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At the upright configuration, ro = 7, + 1 = [0,d, 3],
where Iy = I, — l;. In many cases, such as for COM’s
location r;, mass m; and the moment of inertia I;, we
use i = 1 and ¢ = 2 to designate the parameters of the
legs and torso respectively. The stated model symme-
tries (reflections in the sagittal and coronal planes) im-
ply that I; are diagonal in the respective body frames:
I{ = diag([1¢, Ilg, Iw,) and Ié = diag(12¢, IQ@, [21/)).
Let us define a mass distribution moment function

Hna = mllf + mglg. (2)

We will often be using the following shorthand notations:
Hn = HUn2, ﬂn = Hnh and Ia = Ila + 12a~

III. EQUATIONS OF MOTION

In this section we first derive the exact equations of mo-
tion. These equations can only be integrated numerically.
We next derive the SML equations — an approximation
to the exact equations — that we analyze and solve an-
alytically later on in Sec. [V] When solving numerically
for a general collisionless solution, we will use the SML
solution as an initial guess, which can be very helpful in
a numerical solution search.

A. Exact equations

The kinetic and potential energies, written in terms of
the model part coordinates and velocities, are:

1
T =3 3 (mawlvi+ Q1)
i=1,2 (3)
V = —g;lc— Z miri,

i=1,2

where: m; are masses, I; are moments of inertia, r; are
COM coordinates, v; are COM velocities, €2; are angular
velocities and gy = [0,0,—g]" is the gravitational field
vector. The legs and torso parameters are indicated by
i = 1 and ¢ = 2 correspondingly. Following the La-
grangian formalism to derive the equations of motion
[16], [17], we need to express T and V in terms of the
generalized coordinates ¢ and velocities ¢, define the La-
grangian function £(q,q) = T(q,¢) — V(q), and write
down the Euler-Lagrange equations:

doL oL
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We first consider phase I, so we assume below ¢ =
q°. The kinetic energy can be written in the form 7" =
%QTH q, where H is called the mass matrix. It can be
written as

H=S"HS, (5)

where S is constructed from the joint rotations Ry and R;
(and corresponding partial rotations), and H is expressed
in terms of the model constants (1}, rﬁl, rt, my, ma, 1L,
I%) and Ry, see App. [Blfor details. Specifically, for S we
have

= [RISt 0 ] [st o
S‘[o stt]_{o st (6)

where
S1 = [(Rz(W)Ry (00) .1y Rz () 2y L 3] (7)
and

St = I:Ry(at)(l),l(g)] . (8)



For H we have

7 Hy Hy
H=|57" 7
|:Htl Htt:| ’

where
7 ST ST ) pT
Hy=myrt vt + 17 + Ry { mard b+ I3 | R,

_ _ ~T ~
Hy =H} =R, (mQrg rt+ I§> , (10)

_ ~T
Htt = m27“€ 7‘5 + I;,
where 7§ = Rl rl +rt.

Following the standard procedure [I7] we use the mass
matrix H to define the Coriolis matrix C' in terms of the
Christoffel symbols I'(;;3) as

C= Zer(k)a (11)
k
where
@) =R 9\ By dagy  Oaw

The potential energy, written explicitly in terms of the
model constants and joint rotations, is:

V = g(Ri(mar} + ma(r, + Rer}))) s (13)

where g is the gravity acceleration magnitude. The po-
tential term G is defined as the gradient of the potential

energy V(q)
G=VV. (14)

We are now in the position to write down the equations
of motion in the manipulator equation form [I7]:

Hi+Ci+G=0 (15)

where H, C' and G have been defined above. These terms
are defined explicitly in terms of the model parameters,
save for differentiation with respect to ¢, which can be
done either symbolically (manually or with help of dif-
ferentiation software) or numerically. The equation can
then be integrated numerically.

We next consider phase II. The legs coordinates ¢;
change from [¢;,6;,%]" in phase I to [6;] in phase II. Cor-
respondingly, R; becomes Ry (0;) and S; becomes I(.5).
The equations of motion in phase II can be formally writ-
ten as a projection of the phase I equations. To that end
we introduce a projection operator J¢ that projects ¢°
onto ¢%: ¢ = J%?*. It is defined as J(dm) = J(d2,4) =
J(d?),5) = 1 with all other entrees equal to zero. We also

define a projection operator J° = JdTJd, which zeros out
¢° components that are absent in ¢%, namely qfl) and q(sg).

The phase I Eq. can be written as D°q = 0, where

4

) 2 . _

D*(q,4) = H(q) = +C(g,9) G +llal ~>G(g)q™. The phase
II equations of motion D%g? = 0 can then be obtained
by projecting:

D= JiD(J5q, T¢I (16)

We next consider the equations of motion in the SML
approximation.

B. Small movement limit

The small movement limit is essentially a relationship
between relevant problem scales in the limit of small feet
separation that justifies perturbation theory treatment
in which the dynamics of the v sector are decided at
higher order by the (decoupled at lower order) ¢ and
0 sectors. To specify it precisely, we introduce dimen-
sionless parameters: dimensionless foot separation pa-
rameter d = pod/p, and dimensionless axial moment of
inertia Iy = I,/po. We will see in this section that
¢ ~d, 0 ~¢cand )~ JE/I_w, where ¢ is a free scale
parameter, independent of the model parameterization.
For the consistency of our perturbative analysis, we need
1> ¢,0 > ¥, ¢?% 62, from where we obtain the SML
specifications:

d< 1,

®<e< Vi, (17)
I, > max {d,e}.

SML :

A more careful analysis reveals that these conditions can
be relaxed somewhat (e.g. the third line can be replaced
by Iy > d?), but for the sake of simplicity we define the
SML as above. Below we expand the exact equations of
motion to the lowest order sufficient for establishing a
nontrivial walking solution.

First we consider phase I. In the linear dynamics limit
the equations of motion are

Ho(.]'+G0+G1q:O, (18)

where Hy, Go and G are derived in App. (nonper-
turbatively in d, i.e. correct to all orders in d). In this
limit, the ¢ sector is completely decoupled from the other
sectors. The @ sector is coupled to the 9 sector via O(d)
coupling. To the lowest nontrivial order in d, (namely to
order O(1) for Hy and Gy, and to order O(d) for Gy,
which coincidentally are exact expressions for Gg and
G1), the equations of motion in o € {¢, 0} sectors as-

sume a similar form:

,u2 + Ia
—malaly + Izq

O tod — l
GOag|: qﬁO,UO :|; Glag|:ml;llt Z;l:]

H, = [ —malaly + I2o¢:|

mQth —+ IQa (19)

Note, Gog is O(d), while Ggg = 0. As a consequence,
the scale of ¢ sector motion is controlled by d, while the



scale € of € sector motion is not determined by the model
parameters, but only needs to be ¢ < 1 to justify the
linear dynamics approximation. )

To the considered order (as in Eq.), Y = 0 and
the solution describes a walking-in-place motion (walking
with zero step size). To capture a non-trivial motion in
1 sector, we need to include the terms to order O(de)
in the equations of motion, for the purpose of computing
1. This entails including the terms of order O(d) from
Hy, as well as the order O(g) corrections to the mass
matrix H and Coriolis term C, see App. for details.
The equations of motion for ¢; in the small movement
limit become:

- . d . )
Tythy + db g + — (a5 Agado + a5 Aogdy) =0,  (20)

dt
where
_ | =M
b= [ml] , (21)
and
A — po +Ig — Iy —malaly + Iop
i —malaly + Iog — Iny malf + Ing — Iy |’ (22)
Ay, — —p2 — Iy malaly — Iag
06 = mglglt - IQ¢ + IQ¢ —mgl? ’

These equations properly account for all the dominant
terms up to O(de), as long as the SML conditions of
Eq. are satisfied.

In the small movement limit, rather than working with
relative angles (joint angles) as generalized coordinates in
a € {¢,0} sectors, we found it convenient to work with
absolute angles measured with respect to the statically
balanced single support configuration. (G becomes diag-
onal in that basis). Therefore, we switch to new coordi-
nates g, = [y, &y]T, defined as:

(o = S(Ja + Ca,s (23>
where S = [1,0;1,1] and vector ¢, is chosen to cancel
the constant term G,. Let us write the mass matrix H,
and the potential term G1, as

H,=S"H,S, Gin=5TG1.S. (24)

Then the equations of motion in o € {¢, 0} sectors be-
come

ﬁaéoc + élada =0 (25)

where H, and G4, are

b - fio +1Iin  —malply
T | —malply mol? 4 Lo |

and the term ¢, was set to (gTéla)_lGOQ:

_ pHod
Ca = [ 5‘185 fix } . (27)

Note that Gla (and G14) does not depend on «a, but we
keep the subscript to distinguish it from Gj.

Projecting the equations of motion onto phase II, (see
Eq.)7 we find that the ¢ sector reduces to ¢; governed
by the equation

(mal} + Ing) bt + gmoaliy = 0, (28)

the 6 sector equations remain unchanged, and the 3 sec-
tor is absent in phase II.

IV. SOLUTION SYMMETRIES AND
CONSTRAINTS

Similarly to Ref. [T1], we will impose certain symmetry
constraints on the form of the solution of Eq.. This
will reduce the number of equations we need to consider
and will make the problem more manageable, which is
especially important for an analytical investigation.

The model Lagrangian, and therefore the derived equa-
tions of motion, are invariant with respect to time rever-
sal and a spatial reflection across a vertical plane. There-
fore, a collisionless solution remains valid under these
transformations. Due to the model’s sagittal and coro-
nal plane symmetries, we can look for a solution that is
invariant to simultaneous time reversal and spatial re-
flections. Specifically, we require the invariance of the
solution in phase I under (¢,2) — —(¢,z), and in phase
IT under (¢,z,y) — —(t,x,y), (where (t,z,y) are mea-
sured relative to certain symmetry points). We call these
symmetry points P; and P, for the single and double
support phases respectively. In terms of the generalized
coordinates, the solution is invariant under the following
transformations:

P : (t79l;7/}l79t) — —(t,@l,wl,et)

Pt (L0000 —(t0n o) )

The generalized coordinates and their time derivatives
are continuous functions of time at the symmetry points.
Therefore, if a coordinate flips sign in Eq.7 the co-
ordinate and its even order time derivatives must vanish
at the symmetry point. Otherwise, the odd order time
derivatives vanish. Notice also that the symmetry of P,
implies that the walker is in the upright configuration at
Py.

Thanks to the symmetries of Eq.(29), the complete
walking cycle can be obtained from the part of the tra-
jectory connecting nearby points Ps and Py, that makes
up a quarter of the cycle. Thus, it is sufficient to focus
on the solution between the two symmetry points.

The transition from phase I to phase II is punctuated
by a foot impact event. In a time-reversed picture, in the



phase II to phase I transition, this event would normally
be viewed as a foot lift-off. We will refer to it as an
impact in either case.

Let ¢*(t) be the result of integrating the equations of
motion D*q®* = 0 forward in time starting from Ps. Let
q%(t) be the result of integrating the equations of motion
D = 0 backward in time starting from P;. Let ¢,
and —t4 be the moment of time ¢ where the respective
branches reach the impact point. For a collisionless im-
pact it is required [8] that the swing foot position r (of
the branch ¢°(t)) satisfy at the impact 7 = # = 0. Since
the feet positions are not affected by 6; rotations, and
¢ = 0 in phase II, the impact conditions translate into
o] = @] =vY] = ¢ =9Y] =0at t =t,. We can write the
impact conditions as

Dig*(ts) =0, (30)
where Df1,1) =1, D22,1) = DE3,3) = %’ DE4,1) = D€5,3) =

;—;, and the rest are zeros. For ¢°(¢) and q%(—t) to be-
long to the same solution, the model states from two
branches must match at the impact: J*(ts) = q%(—tq)
and J9*(ts) = ¢%(—t4). We can write the matching con-
ditions as

D™ (J%°(ts) — ¢*(—ta)) =0 (31)

where D™ = [I;I%].

To find a valid collisionless solution, there are 11 con-
straints to be satisfied: 5 from Eq. and 6 from
Eq.. We will refer to them as joining conditions, as
they are imposed at the joining point of two branches.
If the model is fixed, the number of free parameters
that can be varied is 10: 8 initial conditions on the pa-
rameters that are invariant to the symmetry transfor-
mations Eq.7 namely (¢y, 01, 1, ¢, 04)|t=o for Ps and
(9;, b1, ét)|t:0 for P;, and 2 impact times, ¢° and t¢. Even
if all the parameters are independent (which is not the
case in the linear dynamics limit, as we show later), it is
not, possible to construct a lossless gait without tuning
the model parameters.

We can generalize this consideration to other models
with periodic collisionless solutions [8, 9, [11]. In general,
let Ps and Py be the symmetry points in the less con-
strained (phase I) and more constrained (phase IT) phases
respectively. In a symmetry point, for every degree of
freedom, either its coordinate or velocity turns zero. A
collisionless solution is invariant with respect to a sign
flip in time and in every component turning zero. Let
ns = dim(¢®) and ng = dim(q?). We define the impact
dimension d; as the number of degrees that freeze (be-
come inactive, in other words) upon transitioning from
phase I to phase II: d; = ns — ng. Let n. be the number
of parameters encoding the impact surface. In general,
n. = dim(space)—dim(ground), so n, = 1 in all the cited
cases. The number of adjustable solution parameters is
ns + ng + 2: one from each degree of freedom (non-zero
coordinate or velocity) plus the impact time, for both
phases. The number of joining conditions is n.+2d;+2ng4:

ne + 2d; impact conditions and 2n4 matching conditions.
Thus, the number of model parameters requiring tuning
isn = (ne+2d;4+2nq) — (ns+nq+2) = d; +ne —2. Note
that in general n. can differ from 1; for example, n, = 2
for a three-dimensional tightrope walker.

V. SMALL MOVEMENT LIMIT SOLUTION

In the SML, the equations in the ¢ and 6 sectors are
linear. While the equation on v is nonlinear, it can be
easily integrated analytically. However, the need to coor-
dinate motion in three planes to satisfy the joining con-
ditions of a collisionless solution leads to nontrivial non-
linear equations on the impact times and normal mode
frequencies. These equations are difficult to analyze in
their generality. In this section, the analysis is simplified
by imposition of an additional constraint and a formu-
lation in terms of dimensionless impact phases. Also,
we will focus our attention on the least exotic walking
solution, that is a solution with the fewest oscillations.

A. Axial plane solution

To distinguish quantities in phases I and II, we option-
ally use the phase notation p € {s,d} that assumes the
value ‘s’ in phase I (single support) and the value ‘d’ in
phase II (double support). To reduce clutter we omit the
sector ¢ and phase s superscripts in this section, listing
all the affected quantities at the end.

Integrating Eq. we find

Pi(t) = wt — I <deQQ(t) (32)

+ [ (O Ao + ) Ansia(©) )
0

Note, a constant term in the above expression is absent
due to the symmetry of P (see Eq.(29)), dictating that
i(t) and ga(t) be odd functions, and g4(t) to be an even
function.

To significantly simplify our analysis of the SML so-
lution, we will impose an additional constraint on it, re-
quiring the vanishing of ¢y at the impact:

qo(ts) = 0. (33)

We call it the upright legs at impact (ULI) constraint,
as it implies the same configuration of the legs, as in the
upright configuration. As will be explained in Sec. [V.C|
in the SML, gy(t) realizes a simple harmonic motion, and
therefore, the ULI constraint also implies gg(ts) = 0. To
satisfy the constraint we will need to tune an additional
model parameter. The constraint is imposed only in the
SML, and not on the general solution.
There are two joining equations involving 1 (t):

¢l (ts) =0,

Pi(ts) = 0. oy



Both equations arise from the impact conditions Eq..
Under the ULI constraint, the joining conditions in
Eq. translate respectively to

w— 11;1 (dbT + ¢} (ts)Ago) do(ts) =0,
G5, (ts) (Ao + Agy) do(ts) = 0.

At the impact point, ¢ (ts) = 0, see Eq.. This
also implies ¢ (ts) # 0, because otherwise [gy(ts); 4o (ts)]
would be a singular point on the phase portrait of the ¢
sector dynamics (which is decoupled from other sectors
in the SML), which would be incompatible with a peri-
odic walking solution we are looking for. Therefore, the
second joining condition becomes:

(35)

_ AT
where by = (S_l) (A;Q + A9¢)( ) = [—Ig¢;[29 — Igw].
2
In this section, we have omitted 1 and s superscripts
in: f, w, g5, ¢3, ¢ and 5.

B. General form of linear dynamics solution in
sagittal and coronal sectors

Let us investigate the equation Eq. that describes
motion in both the coronal (a« = ¢) plane in phase I, and
sagittal (aw = ) plane in phases I and II. To reduce nota-
tional clutter, we will be omitting the sector o and phase
p sub- and superscripts throughout this section. To elim-
inate ambiguity, we provide a list of affected quantities in
full notation at the end of the section. Let us introduce
a matrix M:

-1
M=—Grl =% T 37
ta= o (37)
where
fio + 1, mal? + Iy
A
9~M1 gmaly (38)
=L 4= In
maly’ 98

Let {\., u,}|.—+ be the eigensystem of M. The subscript
z represents &1, which we often shorten to 4. Notice that
det M < 0, because H is positive definite and det G; < 0,
see Eq.. Therefore, M has two real eigenvalues, one
positive and one negative (see App. for details): Ay >0
and A\_ < 0. The general solution of Eq. can be

written as
2t
q(t) = Z Wopruze Ve (39)
zz'=+1

where w,,, are the weights of different normal modes.
Let us define a function

A..(a,b,c) = % (a +2b+2'\/(a —b)? + 40) (40)

and shorthand notations

Azz’ = Azz’ (CL.;,., a_, 772%

41
Qoo = Moo (Mg, A, 72). (1)

We can now compactly write down the eigensystem of M

A= >\+,27 Uy = [)‘—,zv'Yﬁ]T (42)
and the expression of a, in terms of A, and

Gy =Gy ,. (43)

)

The general solution of the phase II equation Eq.
is

(t) = Z wze\/z‘%.

z=%41

(44)

The quantities in this section, that have the sector «
and phase p sub- or superscript in their full notations,
include: My, Gia, Ha, a2, Lig, A2P, u2?, @8, wih, X737
and al?,.

We will be using a frequency notation w = 1/v/2A27
in the following analysis. If a quantity does not depend
on the phase index p, as is the case for A%, u% and W%,
we will omit p for clarity.

C. Sagittal plane solution

To reduce clutter we omit the sector 6 superscript in
this section, listing the affected quantities at the end.

According to Eq., the symmetries of Ps and Py dic-
tate that ¢} (¢) be an odd function in both phases. There-
fore, the weights w?_, in Eq. must be odd functions
of z’. Consequently, the sagittal plane solution must be
in the form:

gy (t) = whuy sinhwit +w’ u_ sinw_t, (45)

where we have defined w? = 2zy/zz'w?_,. There are four
scalar joining equations involving the sagittal sector:

@ (ts) — @4 (—ta) =0,

Ga(t) — dd(—ta) = 0. (46)

All the equations arise from the matching conditions
Eq.. Because the equations of motion are identical in
both phases, a formal continuation of either branch ¢} (t)
to all ¢ is a valid solution (up to a time shift), and

G5(t) = Gg(t —ts —ta). (47)

Since the solution is periodic and the first term in the
right hand side of Eq. is unbounded, its weight must
be w4 = 0 and the sagittal sector motion in both phases
is a simple harmonic motion ¢} (¢) o sinw_t. It then

follows from Eq.:
w_(ts +ta) =7k, ke Z (48)



(where Z is the set of integer numbers) and w® =
(=1)*w?. The ULI constraint of Eq. implies w_t, =
k!, k' € Z, and therefore w_ty = w(k — k’). In the rest
of the analysis, we choose to consider a solution with the
smallest positive ¢,, therefore we pick k = 2,k" = 1 to
have:

™

Because we are focusing on a solution with ¢4, = ¢4, we
may use a single notation 7 = t; = t4 to represent the
impact times in both phases. We introduce an impact
phase notation o_ = w_7, so the previous equation can
be written as

o_ =m. (50)

An impact phase describes the phase gained by a normal
mode between t = 0 and the impact moment. The full
utility of the impact phase notations will become evident
in the next section.

In this section, we have omitted 6 superscripts in: w’?

op ,,0 0 0 ==
P
wZP, ul, w, and o”.

D. Coronal plane solution

To reduce notational clutter we omit the sector ¢ su-
perscript in this section, listing all the affected quantities
at the end.

According to Eq., the symmetries of P; and P,
dictate that gj(t) and #%(t) be an even and odd functions
respectively. Therefore, the weights w?,, in Eq. must
be an even function of 2/, while the weights w? in Eq.
must be an odd function of z. Consequently, the coronal
plane solution must have the form:

4y (t) = wiuf coshwit +w’u? cosw?t, (51)
o (t) = wsinwt,
where we have defined w! = 2w?_,, w? = —2izw? and

w? =1/\/—a_. There are five joining equations involving
the coronal sector:

57 (ts) = coqr) =0,

61 (t) = 0,

61 () = 0, (52)
9 (ts) — ¢ (—ta) = 0,

63(t,) — d(~ta) = 0

The first three equations arise from the impact conditions
Eq.7 while two other equations arise from the match-
ing conditions Eq., (the last two equations were sim-
plified using the first two). The five joining conditions
form a set of linear equations on w = [w3,w? , w?T. The
first equation determines the scale of the solution of the

J \
4 L

O_
3 0;1 O+
2 L

0
1,
Op 05 T 5

FIG. 2. The impact phases 04 (7), o—(7) and o(7) are func-
tions of the reduced impact time 7 € (0,7.). Because o4+ is
unbounded, it is plotted together with 1/o4.

homogeneous linear system A(ts, t4)w = 0, comprised of
the other four equations. The matrix A(ts,tq) isa 4 x 3
matrix, whose coefficients are functions of ¢, and t4. For
a nontrivial w solution to exist, the rank of A must be
lowered below 3. This can be achieved by appropriately
tuning ¢; and t4. To that end, we have derived the fol-
lowing equations on t,, (see App. [E|for details):

w? cotw’®ty = w5 cothw? tg,
T e (53)

w? cotw® ty = w?tan wlty.

Because the equation of motion in phase II is a projection
of the phase I equations, the frequencies w? and w? are
not independent, they satisfy (see App. :

(a- = A_)(am = Ay) =72 (54)

As was discussed in the previous section, we consider a
solution with t; = t4 = 7. We can view Eqgs.(p3lb4)) as a
system of equations on the ¢ sector spectrum, given the
impact time 7. We can write them as

o4 cothoy = o0_coto_ =otano,

o) v =t
where we have introduced the impact phase notations
0, = wiT, 0 = w?r and the reduced impact time notation
T = 7//7. Interestingly, the equations in Eq. are
free of any model parameters. In that sense the impact
phases are universal. We refer to them, and any other
functions derived from the impact phases and the reduced
impact time alone, as universal functions.

Since 7 and the frequencies are positive, we are
only concerned with positive roots of Eq.. Since
oy cothor > 1, both o_ and o can only belong to
(km,(k 4+ 1/2)7), k € Z, where tan () is positive. Since
o_coto_ < 1 for oo < w/2, we need k > 0 for



o_. The parameter k characterizes how many oscillating
movements the walker commits before the impact. We
choose to look for a solution with the minimal number
of such oscillations, therefore we limit our consideration
to o— € (m,3mw/2) and o € (0,7/2) in the rest of this sec-
tion. Under these constraints, o4 cothoy, o_ coto_ and
otano are monotonic functions of their arguments. It
then follows from the first line of Eq. that oy and o
are monotonically decreasing functions of o_. From the
second line of Eq.(55) it follows that 7 is also a mono-
tonically decreasing function of o_. Therefore, all the
impact phases are monotonic functions of 7: o_ is de-
creasing, while o4 and o are increasing functions. The
solution of Eq.(55)), 04 (7), o— () and o(7) are plotted in
Fig.. It is straightforward to find:

0+(’7__) € (Oa +OO),
0_(7T) € (m,0_4),

_ 0
o(T) € (01, 5) ,
7€ (0,7c),
where o_,, = 4.4934094... and o; = 0.86033359... are
the roots of o_coto_ = 1 and otano = 1 respectively,

and 7. = w/v/ 2v/3. Tt is straightforward to extract the
asymptotic behavior of impact phases for the extreme
values of 7. For 7 — 0, to two dominant terms, we find:

(56)

0, = V0T (14 20l7Y), o= 1 (L+117Y), (57)

where
1/3_ = 0;2 — oji, V. = 0_y, Vo=o0y,
Vi = % (0;2 -0 i) 0;2
-3 ((012 + 2)71 0% — ofi) , (58)

n=g (0] —022) (of + 2)71 .

For 7 — 7., to the lowest non-constant term, we find:

BN -1+ 3
0 —€ o_ —T —€
+ 3 ) 4 3

m 3

—»-—(1-2

0o ( 46) |
where € = —(T7 — 7.) /T

In this section, we have omitted ¢ superscripts in: w

wo?, wd ufs WS W, ad_D, M 0%, 0%, 0¢u and old).

(59)

¢s
zz"

E. Model parameterization of the collisionless
solution

So far, we have resolved the joining conditions in the
coronal and sagittal sectors in terms of the impact phases

0?, 0® and 0% . In the axial sector, out of two joining con-
ditions one (the first in Eq.(35])) can always be trivially
satisfied, while the other (Eq.(36])) remains to be solved.
To complete the SML solution, we need to select physi-
cally admissible values of the model parameters that re-
produce the impact phases and solve the remaining join-
ing condition, Eq.. That can be done, in fact, for any
7 € (0,7.), as we show in this section.

The physically realizable model parameter values must
satisfy the following constraints. The parameters I;, I,
ly, m; and I, where i € {1,2} and o € {¢,0,1}, must
all be non-negative. In addition, the moments of inertia
must respect the triangle inequality: I;n, + lia, > Lias,
for all distinct «;.

In Sec. [[V] we provided a counting argument showing
that at least one model parameter needs to be tuned to
obtain a collisionless solution. In the linear dynamics
limit the sagittal sector solution is defined up to an arbi-
trary scale €. Setting this scale consumes an additional
free parameter. Satisfying the ULI constraint takes an-
other free parameter. Solving for an arbitrary 7 value
consumes yet another free parameter. In total, we now
need to adjust at least four model parameters.

We consider two parameterization prescriptions: a sim-
pler (restricted) case and a more general case. We start
by considering the restricted case, where we set to zero
as many moments of inertia as possible, to simplify con-
sideration: Iy = Iy = I;9 = 0. The restricted case
solution is then generalized to the general case of posi-
tive moments of inertia. While both cases are not totally
general, they offer useful analytical insights about the
extent of the domain of admissible model parameters.
Refer to App. [F] for more details.

1.  Restricted case parameterization

First, we find I, [ and 7, given a solution of the ¢
sector equations Eq.(55). For compactness, we present
the results in dimensionless units by setting g = mqg =
lt =1:

K1

\/’I”I’Ll7

where the universal functions k;(7) are completely inde-
pendent of the model parameterization:

K1 = \/ﬂ7 Ko = (@i_)iz, (61)

where X2 = A?/y = 2(0%(7)/7) 2, and a%,, = a?,, /7 =
Azz/(j\f_, A? . 1). For any 7 € (0,7.) the functions x1 and
Ko are positive, and so are [, and ;. The condition Iy > 0
is satisfied as long as m; > m,, where

lh=1p

lh = Ko (I{l\/T)’Tl+ 1) 5 (60)

07 K2 Z 1a

me = (1—&2)2 o < 1 (62)
) 2 )

R1k2




The impact time is

[N

T=TK

. (63)

Next, we need to find I5y. Notice, its value does not affect
¢ sector. The equation Eq. (which is a consequence of

the ULI constraint) can be solved for a positive oy given

any 7 € (0,7.). Indeed, if Isg = 0 then o = o? > ,

and if Iy — 400 then 0? — 0. Therefore, there exists
I5 > 0 that solves o? = 7

2 G 2 -
Ly=—+ | 5Ky +r+1 -1 (64)
™ ™

To respect the triangle inequalities on the moments of
inertia, one should set I;4, = 0 and Iy, = Iz9. Coin-
cidentally, this choice of I5 parameters also satisfies the
axial plane joining condition Eq., as by = 0 now.
Thus, the restricted case SML solution is parameterized
by 4 independent parameters: 2 model parameters (d and
m1), and 2 non-model parameters (7 and €).

To restore the presented expressions to dimensionful
notations one needs to replace all mass m,, length [,,
moment of inertia I, and time 7 notations with m, /ma,
la/ls, Io/mal? and 7+/g/l; respectively, where a stands
for any subscript.

2.  General case parameterization

To consider the general case of positive moments of
inertia, we parameterize them as I1, = c{fi2 and Iy, =
c§mal?. While I, is now parameterized implicitly (since
fi2 is not fixed), this type of analysis still gives us a good
idea about the range of I, values, for which an admissi-
ble parameterization of the SML solution exists. Let us
define

2+1
,{/1: KI—’_ _13

(1 + cf) (1 + cﬁ) (65)
Ky = Ka (1 +c§)2.

If we now replace k; with &, in Eqgs.(6062J63]), we obtain
the general case solution for I, Iy m. and 7, (see App.

for more details). The solution is defined for those

values of 7 and c‘f that do not turn the expression under

the square root in Eq. negative. The general case

formula for I3y involves more than just replacing x; with
!

Ky

2 2 ;=1 ’2 0 -
L = S5+ S50 +<nl +1) (1+¢)) —1. (66)

Let us investigate the case of Iy = Iz = (. In this
case (-dependence drops out of Eq.(66]) completely, and
we can rewrite it as:

2, —1

1_2—1_
c*f:(1+cf)( 5/3%+15“2 ~1, (67)
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FIG. 3. Universal functions k;(7) and &(7) (plotted for

7 € (0,7.)) are independent of the model parameterization.
Because k2 is unbounded from above, it is plotted as 0.2/k2.

where ¢ = %/{é/4/7r. The equation has the form cf =

(14 ¢0)B(€, k1, k2) — 1; it is easy to verify (see App.
for details) that ®(£, k1,k2) > 1 as long as £ < 1, and
therefore, ¢f > c‘f. Thus, we have an explicit prescrip-
tion, in terms of ¢f*, for the model parameterization in the
general case for any 7, as long as (14¢0)(14¢) < k2 +1.

To have a more quantitative assessment of the admissi-
ble model parameter domain, we present the asymptotic
expansion of k; to the lowest non-constant term, as well
as the expansion of A, to the lowest order needed to es-
tablish the expansion of k;. For 7 — 0, we find from

Eqs.(5758|61)):
A — zu2_27"72z (1-22017%) (68)
and

w27 (1= (=) 7Y,
Ko — 1/37"_4.

For 7 — 7., we find from Egs.(5961):

_ - 1
A — 33—?#3, A= —— <1 - 7e> (70)

and

K1 — ——T€, Ko — 3 (1+¢). (71)
8 4

The functions k; and £ are plotted in Fig. We have

verified that x; are monotonically decreasing functions,

while £ is a monotonically increasing function of 7. The

function ¢ changes from £ — vg/m at 7 — 0 to & — 1/2

at T — T.. Thus the required condition £ < 1 is satisfied

for all 7. Notice that 7 — 1p1/1 + ¢} remains finite for
7—0.



The axial joining condition Eq. is equivalent to
biu? = 0, from where we find, for Iy = Iy = (:
Iy = C(lfue_(l)/uo_@)). Since 0 < ue_(l) < ue_(z),
(see App. [F] for details), we have 0 < Iz, < ¢, which
satisfies the triangle inequality. To satisfy it for I;, we
choose Iy in the range |I14 — Lg| < Iy < Iy + I1p.
Thus, the general case SML solution is parameterized by

7 independent parameters: 5 model parameters (d, my,

¢?, ¢ and Iy), and 2 non-model parameters (7 and €).

We have demonstrated that both the restricted and
general case of the model parameterization satisfies all
the joining equations and the ULI constraint, and there-
fore realizes a collisionless solution in the SML.

It is instructional to evaluate the effective number of
the tuned model parameters in the restricted and gen-
eral cases. We ignore the nonholonomic constraints, even
when they become degenerate, as in the restricted case.
We also ignore the general case constraint cf = ¢§, which
can be replaced by a nonholonomic constraint. Then, in
both the restricted and general case we only need to tune
two additional model parameters to satisfy the ULI con-
straint and the axial joining condition. It makes four pa-
rameters in total (together with I}, and 1), as expected.

F. Spring supported torso solution

In this section we consider a version of the original
model endowed with torsion springs at the hip joint. This
modification enables consideration of a collisionless gait
with the torso located above the hip joint, which can be
regarded as a more anthropomorphic-looking gait.

The hip springs are modeled by adding the elastic en-
ergy term

k
Ve = gth qt (72)
to the potential energy V', where k is the spring con-
stant. This changes the potential term G by VV, in the
equations of motion Eq., without affecting H and C.
In the SML, only G is affected and only in « € {¢,0}

sectors, cf. Eqs(18]I19):

G — — M1 maly
la =9 mglt mglt+§ ’

(73)
Note, the same equations can be used for describing both
the hanging and standing torso arrangements, by choos-
ing l; < 0 for the standing torso case. As long as the
choice of model parameters does not affect the signs of
the eigenvalues of M in Eq.(37)), all the analysis in terms
of the impact phases in Sec. [V C|and [VD] as well as the
universal functions, remain unchanged. Only the model
parameterization step needs to be reconsidered. Rather
than reproducing a somewhat tedious analysis of Sec.
[VE] for an arbitrary k of the spring-endowed model, we
take a different and simpler route. We establish an up-
down torso duality, that connects solutions at different k
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values and [; signs. We then use this duality to resolve
the parameterization of the spring-supported standing
torso solution in terms of the already solved springless
hanging-torso solution parameterization.

We switch to dimensionless units ¢ = mq = 1, [; =
z = £1 with z = —1 corresponding to the standing torso
setup. We generalize S so that it covers both values of z
and matches z = 1, k = 0 case of Sec. [[ITB]

S = F 0] , (74)

y z

where y = 1/(z +k) is chosen to make G, diagonal. We
only use « for @ € {¢,0} sectors. We use the prime to
denote the quantities in the dual setup, corresponding to
2/ = —z. The duality relation is induced by requiring
the parameters of the dual setup to be selected so that
H, and Gi, are independent of z. Importantly, (one
can easily verify that) the joining conditions are inde-
pendent of z in the a sectors. Therefore, provided the
dual parameter values are physically admissible, the solu-
tion ¢, = §, is a valid collisionless solution, as it satisfies
both the equations of motion and the joining conditions
of the dual setup. In the 1 sector, the joining conditions
do depend on z, requiring a proper selection of Iy, as
we explain at the end of this section.

We now present the explicit form of the duality trans-
formation for all the model parameters, except Iay. For
simplicity, we keep I;, fixed, only allowing k, m1, [; and
lp to vary with z. Under these restrictions we find for
the duality transformation (see App. |G| for details)

!

Z = —z,
k' =k+ 2z,
&2 5 (75)
1 Y1 r_ 92
m1_527 ll 517

;z = lh + 22(1 —|— Iga),
where we have defined

51 = m1l1 — 22(2 + Iga),

e (76)
52 —m111 42(2+12a)(lh+z(1+-[2a))

For m/ and I} to be physically admissible, the positivity
of §; must be ensured, leading to the condition on m,

my > (max {\/Mg, /o1, Vmea})? (77)

Note that u1, pe and y do not change under the duality
transformation.



Let us now consider the selection of s, (which has no
affect on the « sectors). In the restricted case, Eq. is
trivially satisfied (see Sec. , so Iy, = Izy. In the
general case, reproducing the analysis of Sec. for
general y and z, we find:

1—xy

IZw:Cl*FX(Z—y)’

(79)
where x = u("_(l)/u("_(z)7 0<x< B! <1 (see App. }
and 0 <y < 1. To satisfy the triangle inequality on Isy
we need 0 < Iy < 2¢, which is satisfied for any xif z =1

and for x < 1/(2+y) if z = —1. From there a condition
on my follows (see App. :

(80)

2 1-—
VM1 > \/Me3 = < ty 1> i

\/ K2 2,‘4‘,1

To obtain a standing torso solution parameterization
in the general case, one can start with any valid spring-
less model parameterization (as presented in Sec. ,
provided that the conditions Eq. are met. One
then uses the duality transformation Eq.(75) (with z =1
and k = 0) and Eq.(79) (with z = —1 and y = 1) to com-
pute all the model parameters in the dual setup. The
restricted case is even simpler: only Eq. needs to be
enforced and instead of using Eq. one sets Iéw = Ioy.

Importantly, satisfying the conditions on m; poses no
practical difficulty. It is straightforward to verify, that
for a given springless solution, the conditions Eq.({77}80]
can always be satisfied by keeping 7 and I;4 fixed, while
increasing m; and computing all other parameters as pre-
scribed by the springless model parameterization proce-
dure. Note, we do not need to know 7/, as the duality
approach bypasses the use of the universal functions in
the dual setup.

VI. GENERAL SOLUTION

Let x include all the adjustable initial conditions on
the generalized coordinates and the impact times, and
let 7 include all the adjustable model parameters:

X = (07,95, 607,95, 05,01, 6, 07 ¢, ta) T,

81
n= [lh7l1ad7m17n}—]Ta ( )

where 7y is  the triangle-inequality-respecting
parametrization of the moments of inertia, see App. [H]
for details. Thus, z = [x;n] includes all the parameters
that can be adjusted while searching for a collision-
less gait solution. Let h(z) be 11-dimensional vector
combining the joining conditions from Eqs..
We are interested in finding solutions of h(z) = 0,
possibly with certain desired properties of z. A general
solution can only be found numerically by an iterative
procedure, such as Newton’s method. In a complex
high-dimensional problem without a good initial guess
on x, this iterative procedure is not even guaranteed to
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converge to h = 0, let alone in a particular region with
desired properties. Therefore, it is highly preferable
that the initial guess zg be already close to the solution,
that is h(zg) ~ 0. Our SML solution provides such zg.
We then evolve it to a desired region in the parameter
space using a constrained gradient descent technique.
It involves optimizing an objective function f(z) of our
choice, while staying close to a valid solution h(z;) ~ 0 at
any step ¢ in the course of optimization. The constrained
gradient descent update rule is (see App. [H| for details):

v =2 = A (L= W (@) W (@) V()
— W (x:) h(z) (82)

where the shorthand notation A’ stands for the matrix
h’(ij) = 0h(;)/0x(j), and W'" is a pseudo-inverse of h/,

(defined for a matrix m as m* = m" (mmT)fl). The
second term in the right hand side of the above equation
is the projection of the gradient Vf onto the tangent
space of h = 0, while the last term enforces h = 0. The
coefficient A, controls the gradient descent rate and I, =
Idim(r)xdim(z)‘

We use the general case parameterization for xg, as
prescribed in Sec. with d set to a small value. We
then evolve x away from the SML using Eq. with f
encoding certain soft constraints, for example, favoring
larger values of d and penalizing excessively small values
of i, 11 and I,. We also penalize small values of |1;(0)] to
prevent collapse onto a purely coronal movement solution
(side-to-side rocking with zero step length, i.e. ¢, =6, =
0; = 0). The optimization procedure was implemented
using a freely available GNU Octave software [I8], and
we found the optimization to be fairly straightforward.

Let the integers (kg, kg) be the numbers of oscillations
in the coronal and sagittal sectors per one collisionless
walking cycle. (Due to the imposed symmetries, the
number of oscillations in the ¢ and 6 sectors between
two nearby symmetry points of the same type must be
half-integer and integer respectively, therefore kg and kg
must be respectively odd and even.) We call such solu-
tion a (kg, kg)-mode. So far in Sec. [V] we have analyzed
the (3,4)-mode. As one stays near a valid solution dur-
ing optimization, the discrete numbers (kq, ko) do not
change, (perhaps with exception of certain points in the
space of collisionless trajectories). To explore different
general modes, one should seed the optimization with
different SML modes. In the SML, it should be possi-
ble to analyze all the modes analytically, similarly to the
(3,4)-mode. This goes beyond the scopes of the paper
though, as the modes with high number of oscillations
seem less interesting for the purpose of walking. In the
general regime we focus exclusively on the (3,4)-mode,
which is the simplest SML mode compatible with the
ULI constraint.

We have evolved the (3,4)-mode from an initial gen-
eral case SML solution (see Sec. toward a non-
small feet separation solution, following the outlined op-
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FIG. 4. The parametric plot of 8;(t) vs ¢¢(t) shows the torso’s
trajectory relative to the legs over one walking cycle for the
(3,4)-mode. The Lissajous-like curve features 3 coronal and
4 sagittal oscillations. The symmetry points Ps and Py, and

the impact point (indicated here as t,) are denoted in the left
half of the plot.

timization procedure. We then truncated all but one of
the model parameters to two significant digits and ran
a few more iterations of the optimization step Eq.
with 7 = [l] and Vf = 0, thus only optimizing over
I, to enforce h = 0. Our claim that a single model
parameter suffices to tune a general collisionless mode
is evidenced by a prompt drop of ||h| to the numerical
zero. All the results presented below are for this partic-
ular solution, encoded by the following model parameter
values: [, = 1.0941669, [; = 0.16, d = 0.15, m; = 0.19,
Iy = 0.00002, I = Iy, = 0.00032, Iy = 0.0000092,
Iy = Iyy = 0.019, (we use ¢ = mg = I = 1). The
corresponding values of x are given in App. [l

The torso’s trajectory relative to the legs for the (3,4)-
mode is plotted in Fig.. The trajectory is loosely rem-
iniscent of a Lissajous curve, as it is a closed contour
of two superimposed oscillating motions, but only the
sagittal oscillations are simple harmonic (and only in the
SML).

A collisionless trajectory is fully specified by its defi-
nition between nearby symmetry points. In Fig.(5]), we
plot ¢(t) between Py and P,;, which constitutes a quar-
ter of the cycle. A complete walking cycle trajectory can
be obtained by unfolding the plot around the symme-
try points with appropriate symmetry transformations.
Note, only ¢; vanishes at the impact, 6; and 6; remain
finite, as the ULI constraint is not enforced in the general
solution. Two components, ¢; and 1;, become inactive
in a two-dimensional impact. Those components must
respect the impact conditions of vanishing first and sec-
ond time derivatives. This is explicitly demonstrated in
Fig.@ by plotting the derivatives for ¢ € (0,t). While
the velocities and accelerations of ¢; and v; vanish at the
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FIG. 5. (Color online) Collisionless trajectory components

are plotted between Ps and P, with the following nomencla-
ture: solid (blue), dashed (green) and dash-dotted (red) lines
represent the ¢, 6 and 1 sectors respectively, while ¢; and
¢+ are indicated by thin and bold lines respectively. Vertical
line is the impact moment separating phases I and II. The
components 0;, ¥; and 6; vanish at Ps by symmetry. The
components 0;, ¢; and 0; vanish at Py by symmetry. Only ¢,
vanishes at the impact.
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FIG. 6. (Color online) The first and second time derivatives
(angular velocities and accelerations) that need to vanish at
the impact for the solution to realize a collisionless conven-
tional walking: ¢;(¢) (solid blue), v;(t) (dash-dotted red),
é1(t) (bold solid blue) and ;(t) (bold dash-dotted red) are
plotted between Ps and impact. All the shown derivatives
vanish at the impact.

impact, their jerks remain finite [8].

In the inset of Fig.@ we plotted the swing foot trajec-
tory, to illustrate that no ground penetration or scuffing
occurs in the swing phase. Let p(t) be the minimal fric-
tion coefficient sufficient to prevent foot sliding at time
t, (see also App. . The finite angle of the trajectory



0.15F

0.1F

s
l

0.05} 01

0 005 g 0.1 0.15
l

FIG. 7. Main panel: the minimum friction coefficient p(t),
sufficient to prevent sliding, is plotted between Ps and Pj.
Inset: the parametric plot of ¢;(t) vs i (t) for t € (0,ts)
shows the swing foot trajectory. The finite slope at the impact
indicates finite p(ts).

at the impact (equal to atan2(¢,(ts), 1,(ts))) implies a
finite angle of the foot-strike with the ground, indicating
finite p(ts). The main panel of Fig(7) shows p(t) reach-
ing maximum value of about 0.161 in phase II. Note, the
forces are continuous across the impact due to the en-
forcement of the impact conditions, while the jerks are
not, as manifested by a kink in p(t) at ¢;. We have veri-
fied that the ground reaction force remains non-negative
throughout the cycle, thus confirming that the computed
collisionless gait represents conventional walking.

The gait features the step length of about 0.085, which
is 7.7% of the model height or 27.4% of the feet separa-
tion. This may seem not a lot for a normal walking, but
given overall simplicity of the model and fixed feet sepa-
ration, it does not look too little either. We can liken it
to a penguin walk, whose feet’s range is also somewhat
restricted (in comparison to many bipedal animals), and
whose wobbling walk also involves significant torso move-
ments.

VII. RELATED WORK AND DISCUSSION

The optimization of robot’s design and control policies
for energy efficiency is ubiquitous in the field of legged lo-
comotion. Yet, relatively few studies have addressed the
possibility of complete elimination of the ground collision
losses in passive walkers, even though it offers obvious
benefits of greatly (indefinitely, barring the joint and air
friction) extending the walking range of a robot. While
the current record-holding robot [2] has narrow special-
ization, there is no fundamental reason for why an ex-
treme walking efficiency and practical versatility should
be mutually exclusive in robots.
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The impact conditions that need to be satisfied by a
collisionless conventional walking trajectory were formu-
lated in Refs. [7, [8]. The actual models chosen for the
collisionless motion demonstration had relied in their de-
sign on springs. We do not view it as a critical feature, as
oscillating motion can be realized by hanging pendulum-
like parts as well. Springs do offer more freedom in the
selection of the model’s geometry, however. For exam-
ple, they can be added to prop up the torso above the
hip, perhaps to give the robot a more presentable look.
Indeed, in Sec. we extended our design to include
hip springs and showed that this modification only affects
the parameterization of the model, but not the universal
aspects, such as the shape of ;. Ultimately, we believe
the springs are only strictly necessary for propping up a
single-link torso, as they enable an oscillatory mode of
the standing torso, which is needed for the collision can-
cellation. Most likely, the same effect can be achieved by
attaching the second link (e.g. a hanging arm) at the top
of the standing torso.

A planar three-link biped model with a spring-mounted
torso, potentially capable of collisionless walking was pro-
posed in Ref. [19] . It was hypothesized that, with a
torso, the model had sufficient number of internal degrees
of freedom to eliminate collisional losses. A version of this
model, with each leg connected to the torso by a torsional
spring, was solved numerically in Ref. [11], (also in Ref.
[20], with an arm added to the torso). However, that so-
lution does not enforce the acceleration vanishing at foot
impacts, and therefore does not represent conventional
walking. Without an additional mechanism, the walker
would not be able to follow the calculated trajectory, as
it would be losing its contact with the ground upon a
foot strike.

The symmetry points Ps; and P; can be viewed as a
generalization of the planar symmetry points imposed in
Ref. [II]. There, an additional constraint of instanta-
neous support transfer was introduced, corresponding to
tq — 0 (the impact merging with P;) in our terminology.
It turns out, this constraint is incompatible with the ex-
istence of a collisionless (conventional) walking solution
[21]. The double support phase appears to be necessary
for realizing collisionless walking, as was originally sug-
gested in Ref. [19].

In Sec. [[V] we presented a general counting argument
for the number of model parameters n that need to be
tuned to realize a collisionless motion: n is one less than
the impact dimension. It explains in a unified manner
why n = 0 for the hopper [§] and the (extended) rimless
wheel [9], while n = 1 for the three-link walker and our
model. Note, n does not depend directly on the num-
ber of model degrees of freedom or spatial dimensions.
“Tuning” refers to a small adjustment in the vicinity of a
valid solution. It does not mean that 9 remaining (dimen-
sionless) model parameters can assume arbitrary values.
Still, in the SML we were able to explicitly parameterize
a wide range of admissible model parameters by means
of a set of universal functions of reduced impact time (an



independent non-model parameter) and 5 independent
model parameters with clear restrictions on them. We
find it somewhat remarkable and credit the imposition
of the ULI constraint for that.

Our main contribution in this paper is the analyti-
cal analysis of a collisionless walking solution of a three-
dimensional bipedal model in the small movement limit,
aided by the upright legs constraint at the impact. Simi-
lar amplitude smallness considerations have been applied
to passive walking analysis on small or vanishing slopes
[13, 19, 22], but not in the context of complete elimi-
nation of collisions, as far as we know. We consider it
intuitively plausible that the SML collisionless spectrum
is representative of the general collisionless modes in suf-
ficiently large vicinity of the SML. In the same vein as the
linear normal modes are representative of the nonlinear
normal modes in conservative systems, under certain con-
ditions [23]. However, we do not attempt to rigorously
defend this idea. Instead, we empirically demonstrate
the validity of such reasoning, by numerically extending
the (3,4)-mode to non-small feet separation.

Our analysis implies that in general kg > 3, and that
the (3,4)-mode is the simplest mode under the ULI con-
straint. Whether an even simpler mode — (3,2)-mode —
exists in the absence of the constraint, is an open ques-
tion. We think the SML-like analysis of collisionless solu-
tion looks promising for other models, potentially more
complex and more anthropomorphic models. It would
be interesting to apply it to the planar three-link model.
Particularly, it would be interesting to see if the prob-
lem separates into a universal part (like our equations
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on the impact phases) and a parameterization part, or
if one needs to introduce additional constraints to make
the problem more tractable. It would also be interesting
to consider a three-dimensional three-link model with a
pelvis and spring supported torso, similar to the model
introduced in Ref. [24]. To establish a walking SML so-
lution, it would be sufficient to consider linear dynamics
in the decoupled sagittal and coronal planes, (with the
sagittal plane dynamics identical to that of the planar
three-link model). We conjecture that this model pos-
sesses collisonless walking modes, requiring two model
parameter tuning due to its three-dimensional impacts.
These are just some of the possible research directions
worth pursuing.

There are many ways to reduce collisional energy losses
in legged locomotion, for example, via use of light-weight
legs or tendon-like springs [25]. Yet, only the elimination
of collisions themselves can completely eliminate colli-
sional losses. This work extends our theoretical under-
standing of the related ideas and could improve the de-
sign of efficient walking robots.
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Appendix A: Rotation matrix parameterization

The rotations around the axes X, Y and Z by an angle
« are defined as

10 0 c 0 s
Rx(a): 0c —s y Ry(a)z 0 10 s
0s ¢ -5 0 ¢
c —s 0
Rz(a)=|s ¢ 0], (A1)
0 0 1

where we have defined ¢ = cosa and s = sina. Let
R A4, (i, @iq1, ..., ) be a sequence of intrinsic
(i.e. relative to the body-fixed frame) rotations, where
(k + 1)-th rotation is taken around the body axis A; 1 €
{X,Y, Z} by the angle cv;yx:

7aj) = RAi (ai)RAH—l (aiJrl)
“Ra,(a;) (A2)

RAiAi+1...Aj (aiv [7EE PRTS
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We will also use shorthand notations R; = R4, (a;) and
R;.;, defined as

) S] : RiRi+1---Rj
Rij=<qi=7+1: I (AS)
1> j+1: undefined

Assume now that ¢, = [, @iy1, ..y aj]T is a function of
time. Let w; = RiRiT and @;.; = Ri:jRZj. It is straight-
forward to verify, for ¢ < j:

k=j k=j
@i = > Rk 1@kR,_ =Y Rik_ 1w (A4)
k=i k=i

which implies w;.; = Zfzz R;.._1wg. One can check that
wi = I(.f(a,))Gs, where f(A) maps X — 1, Y — 2 and
Z — 3. Let R;; = Rqp be a rotation that takes Fy, to
Fy. Then w;.; is the angular velocity of Fy relative to
F,. Let us define S, to be a transformation relating the
generalized coordinate velocity ¢, to the angular velocity
wi:j, that is w;.; = Sepda. We then find:

Sab = [I¢p(a0) Bit- 1A Risie1(£(Aga))s
wRigoagpany]  (AD)
Note, the order of columns in S,; follows the order of
components in ¢,, (as indicated by A’s and «a’s sub-
scripts). In the context of rotation sequences, we will
refer to R;.; for kK < j as partial rotations. Thus, the
matrix Sy is specified in terms of the partial rotations.
The angular velocity w;.; in Eq. is specified in F,.
To transform ¢, to another F,., we include a rotation
Reqt wij = Reqwii; = S¢ 4o, where we have defined
¢y = ReaSap. To avoid a confusion, we never omit the
superscript for the angular velocity transformation S¢,,
unless ¢ = a. We use the following shortcut notations in
the paper: S = Sy, St = Si, S§ = Sgl and S = 5.
In our model the (fictitious) contact joint parameteri-
zation is chosen so that Ry = Rzy x (11, 0;, ¢;). The hip
joint geometry is chosen so that Ry = Ry x(6;, ¢;). Us-
ing Eq.7 and paying attention to the order of joint
angles in ¢; and ¢q;, we can write down the expressions
for the generalized velocity transformations S; and S
corresponding to Ry and Ry, as given in Eqs..

Appendix B: Derivation of exact equations of
motion.

In this section we derive the representation of the mass
matrix H and the potential term V' in terms of the model
constants and the joint rotations, as given in Sec. [[ITA]

We use shortcut notations Ry = Ry, Ry = Ry, Ry =
Ry, 4 = Qgi, Q2 = Qg and Q = Q. We call Ry, Ry,
2 and 2 joint rotations and angular velocities. Clearly,
Qo = Q1 + Q. Since v; = 7, 71 = Qry, 7, = Qirp,


https://www.gnu.org/software/octave/doc/v4.2.1/
https://www.gnu.org/software/octave/doc/v4.2.1/

7 = Qory and ro = 7 + 14, We have:

vy =7
1 A11 ) (B1)
vy = g + 1y

We can now write the kinetic energy (see Eq.(3)) in the
basis of joint angular velocities ' = [Q1;Q] as T =
1Q'TH'QY, where

mAPT P 4+ mafato + 11 + I moiais + I

H = T G a
mzrtTrQ + I TTLQT‘;I—’I"t + I

| @2

Let us express €)' in terms of ¢. According to App.
Qf = Sglql = S1q; and Q = S},g; = R1S1g;. Therefore
Q' = 5'q, where

, s o
s[5 %) -

Let us rotate H' partwise so that corresponding part’s
moments of inertia are diagonal in the new basis. In
other words, we write H' = R'HR'T, where

!/ Rl 0
e[ o) -
To compute H = R'TH'R' we use r{ = Rirl, r§ =

RlTﬁl-i-R_Q’l“g, If = RlliRT, Ig = RQI%R;- _and R2 = RlRt
to find H given in Eq.. Note that H depends only
on the model constants and R;. We can now write T' =
LQTH'Y = 14"STHSG = 34" Hg where S = RS is
given in Eq.(6)). The expression for V in Eq. should

be obvious now.

Appendix C: Linear dynamics approximation

In the linear dynamics limit one retains all the terms
up to order O(q) in the equations of motion Eq.. This
implies that the mass matrix H and the Coriolis term C'
must be considered up to order O(1), and the potential
term G up to order O(q). The Coriolis term vanishes
at this level, as clear from its definition in Eq.. We
consider H and G below. Note, the derived expressions
are exact to all orders in d. In this section below we refer
to the quantities H, R1, R, S1, S, S, V and G that are

defined or used in Egs.(5{10)) and Eqgs.(13}|14)).

1. Mass matrix H in linear dynamics
approximation

We need to compute H to order O(1) in ¢q. To that
order, R = R, = 81 = I, Sy = I3 and § =
[I3x3,0;0, I3x2]. Using Eq.(1) and Eq.([1) to compute
products of the form 7'+ in Eq., one readily arrives
at the expressions below.
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In the linear dynamics limit H — Hy =
[H)), H}); Hy, Hy)], where
(12 + Iy + pod? 0 0
Hiy = 0 pe+ly  —md |,
L 0 —p1d Iw + M0d2
HO — -_m2121t + IQ¢ 0 0
" L 0 —malaly + Iop molid|’
0 _ -mQZt2 +[2¢ 0
Hy, = I 0 mgl? 1 Iy’ (C1)

0 _ goT
and Hy, = Hy; .

2. Potential term G in linear dynamics
approximation

To compute G to order O(q) we need to compute the
potential energy V', and hence the joint rotation matrices
Ry and Ry, (see Eq.), to order O(q?). To quadratic
order we find:

Rl == RZYX(¢; 0; ¢)

02 2
= v 1= =9 | ()
_9 b 1_@
and
1-% ¢0 0
Ri=Ryx(0,0)=| 0 1-% - . (C3)

¢2+92
—0 ¢ 1-55
From Eq. we find to quadratic order:

2 2
+6
V= 1+ podey _Ml‘ﬁlTl

2 02
+ moly (¢l O + d1d¢ +010t) . (C4)

2
For G we find G = Gy + Giq, where Gy =
[9110d,0,0,0,0]T and
10000 00010
01000 00001
Gi=—gu1 |0 000 0| +gmsl; |0 000 0|. (Ch)
00000O0 10010
0000O0 01001

Appendix D: Higher order correction to linear
dynamics approximation

The next order terms on top of the linear dynamics
approximation captured by Eq., come from expand-
ing Hy to order O(d), and from expanding H and C to



order O(q) at d = 0. The latter constitutes a nonlinear
correction to the linear dynamics approximation. We de-
note those terms Hi(g) and C1(¢) for the mass matrix
and the Coriolis term Correctlons respectively. Expand-
ing Hy (defined in Ap ) to order O(d) contributes
the term db" gy in Eq.(20) For H;(q) one finds:

Hi(q) = equA + ATqel, (D1)

where e3 = [0,0, 1,0, 0]T and A is defined in terms of the

elements Ay; = Aup(ij) of the matrices Agp and Agg,
given in Eq.:

0, A0 0, A
AL 0 0 AR 0

A=[0 0 0 0 0 (D2)
0 A2 0 0 AZ2

A, 0 0 A5 0

The term C1(¢) is determined by H;(q) via Eqgs.(11}{12).
We find:

0H,(q

8q(k,)) = €3A(k.) + (AT)(k) 6;{7 (DS)
the Christoffel symbols:
1
rt = 3 (es (A+ AT)(k-) - (A= AT)(.k) e
— (A= AT)eswy), (DY)
and the Coriolis term:
1
C1(@) = 5 (ead” (A+ A7)
— (A= AT) (de3 +e3dlsxs)) . (D5)

The corresponding contribution to the equations of mo-
tion Eq. in the 1 sector is

F (H(@)ii+ Cr(@)d) = a7 i+ 5" (A+ AT)

d .
q"Aq) =

=% ( (D6)

d
77 (a5 Agodo + a5 Apgds) -

Appendix E: Coronal sector impact time equations

To reduce clutter, we omit the coronal sector super-
script ¢ in this section. The last four equations in Eq.
form a homogeneous linear system Aw = 0, where

ui(l)wisi u® (Uw 82 0
A= uj_(sl)wj_scj_ (1) wZ ez 4 . (E1)
g+(2):+s s _(2)5_5 Sd d
Uy gy wish u’ pw?s®  —wic

where we have defined ¢ = coshyzwits, s5 =
Vzsinh \/zwst,, ¢ = coswlty and s? = sinw?t,.
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Consider the task of reducing the rank of a n x m
matrix M, with n > m, below m. To achieve it, one
needs to tune at least n — m + 1 parameters of M, in
general. Indeed, for A this can be done by tuning two
parameters, t5 and tg.

Consider two submatrices of A: 1) a 2 x 2 matrix Ay,
which is the top left corner submatrix of A, 2) a 3 x 3
matrix Ay, which is obtained from A by dropping the
second row. If A; and As are singular matrices, then A
has rank at most 2. One can see it as follows. The singu-
larity of A; implies that the rows A(;.) and A(3.) are not
independent. The singularity of A, implies that among
A1y, Az and A4,y there are at most two independent
rows. Hence A has at most two independent rows.

Let A:A;y be a matrix obtained from A by the
element-wise division of its rows by i-th row. We first
test the singularity of A;:

det (A1:41(1.)) = w? cotw?’ ty —wji cothwit,, (E2)
from where the first equation in Eq. follows.
To test the singularity of Ay we compute:
det (AQZAQ(&)) = (E?))
= —U—j cotw? ty — U—; cothw? t, + I+ v = tanwlty
w? ws w
= - ( 0:2 + 05_2) w? cotw? ity + % tanwty,
ws W w

where o, = uzu)/“Z(z)' In the second step we assumed
det A; = 0 and used Eq.(E2). Next, we compute

— AN _
— A A

1 1 _ 2 (E4)

O+ —0- Ai,+

ag o _ -
UJ;Z w3 2 Ai,*Ai\r,Jr

=— — =
A7,+_A++

where we used Eq.(42) and Eq.(I2] . From Eq.(E3] . and
Eq.(E4 . ) the second equatlon in Eq.(53] . follows.

—a_

Appendix F: Model parameterization

In this section we fill in the details omitted in Sec.
Our goal is to realize the impact phase solution (at
a given 7) by tuning the minimal number of the model
parameters. We first focus on the ¢ sector. The impact
phases are completely specified by a?, v and 7. Since the
impact phases are defined by three frequencies, we are go-
ing to tune 7 and two model parameters. To this end, we
first solve for aqb and -y, with a? fixed and 7 = Ty/7- Let

us write Eq.(43) as a? = vtiﬁz = 7A+Z(5\i, e ) 1). From
where we get af =a%a?,/al_ and 4* = —qt? @ )2
Using Eq.([3]) we find
¢ =0 = X
a++:a++a+7_)\+)\7—1 (F1)

~¢ —b b 2
al _ a,_a, _ ~¢
LAl (a)



We can now write the equations on aﬁ and +2 in the

form:
(F2)

where k; were defined in Eq.. Let us work in dimen-
sionless units by setting ¢ = my = I, = 1. Let us also
parameterize the moments of inertia as I, = c{'fi2 and
Lo = cSmal? = c§. The expressions for a? and 72, in
terms of the model parameters (see Eq.), now read:

~ l2
aﬁ:&(l-ﬁ-c‘f» a?:_(l"_cg)u 72:~7h (Fg)
fa M1

We first consider a simpler case of cf = 0. Plugging

a? and 72 from Eq.(F3) into Eq.(F2) and solving for I,
and [1, one readily finds Eq.. We next consider the

general case of c? > 0. Let us express k; as

KT+ 1= (5’12—&—1) (1+c‘f) (1+cg’)
—2
Ko = Kb (1—|—C§)

If we now plug a? and 72 from Eq. and k; from
Eq.(F4) into Eq.(F2), we get equations on j, and {; which
look exactly like cf = 0 case, but with &; replaced by x..
It follows that the general case solution must have the
form of Eq.(60) with x; replaced by /.

We consider the @ sector next. Let us express a’ in

(F4)

terms of af, A\’ and ~2, by inverting A’ = A} _, see
Eq.. We find:

72

/] 6

al =N+ ———+
- - 0 0
/\_—a+

(F5)
Eq. implies A’ = —72/72. Notice that fio/fi; and
42 are purely functions of x}: fig/fiy = (k) + 1)k} and
42 = K. Therefore we can write af, = (1} +1)r5(1+cf).
Plugging the above expressions for A? | v2 and ai into
Eq.7 while replacing a’ with —(1 + I5), we obtain
Eq.(66]) and the restricted version Eq.(64).

Let us analyze the function ®(¢, k1, ko), implicitly in-

troduced via Eq.(67) in Sec. We will use the
restricted solution quantities 7" and I3,, as indicated by

the superscript ‘t’. Note, & = (7"/7)%. Using Eq.(64),
we can cast (&, k1, k2) in the form:

(-6 - ¢y

D& k1, ko) =
kT +1

Ery' +r7+1
(1-¢) (k1 +1)
Since I}, and ko are both positive, ®(§, k1, K2) > 1 pro-
vided £ < 1.

To prove that 0 < ue_(l) < ue_(z), we observe that

0 < A__ <~ <~pB,since iy > maly, see Eq.. The
result then follows from Eq.. Also, ug@) > Bu‘i(l).
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Appendix G: Up-down torso duality

In the dimensionless units, H, and G, are

_ h’l hz Gt z
Ha—[hz hJ’ Gla—{z z—&—k}’ (GL)
where
hl :U2+Io<a h2 :1+12a7 hz :Zlh+h27 (G2)
g1 = —H1-

Computing H, and G1q (see Eq.) with S defined in
Eq. and selecting y that diagonalizes G1, we find

- hy —2zh.y + hoy? zh, — hay
H, =
th - th h2 ’
(G3)
Gy = 91—y 0O
laa — 0 1]
y

where y = 1/(z + k). As explained in Sec. we want
H,, and G1, to be independent of z. It then follows from
Eq. that y, g1, h1, ho and zh, are all independent
of z. Solving y' =y and 2'h/, = zh, with 2z’ = —z, where
the prime denotes quantities in the dual setup, we find:
k' =k+2z, [, =15+ 2zhs. (G4)
Note that p) = p;. If we demand Iy, to be fixed, then
we also have uy = po. From there, the transformation
law for m; and [; in Eq. easily follows, where §,, =
mil" = p, — (I}, —2)". To derive a condition for ¢,, > 0,
we use Eq. to substitute {; and I to find a quadratic
equation on /m;. Solving the quadratic equations we
arrive at Eq. The condition in Eq. is similarly
derived from § > 2 4y, which implies x < 1/(2 +y).

Appendix H: Constrained gradient descent

We enforce the triangle inequality (for the moments
of inertia) by setting up a one-to-one correspondence
between triangle’s side lengths (dy,ds,ds) and a triplet
(m,1n2,n3) of real numbers. We require that the trian-
gle’s perimeter is >, d; = P = ), e and the opposing
angles are «; = e /P. One then finds for the mapping:

. M4
Psm%
di = ————

i mwe'i )
>;sin 75

(P
7; = In [ — arccos
™

(H1)

2 2
Zj;éi dj - di

200 2id;
This parameterization is only suitable for enforcing the
strict triangle inequality (the general case in Sec. [V E 2]),
as 1; — —oo for d; — 0.

Consider a constrained optimization problem of find-
ing = that maximizes an objective function f(z) under



the constraints || — xo|| = € and h(z) = 0. Solving
it amounts to finding the stationary points of the La-
grangian function

f(x) + AL h(z) + A—; ((x —z0)"(x —mo) —€'€)  (H2)

with respect to x and the Lagrange multipliers \; and
Az. Assuming that xy approximately satisfies h = 0 and
€ is small, we can optimize an approximate Lagrangian
function where f(z) and h(z) have been replaced by their
first order expansion around xg. The result of this is
Eq.(82) with implicit dependence of A, on €, (with zg
and z replaced by x; and x;11). In practice, we dispense
with € and treat A, as the controlling parameter of the
gradient descend rate.

Appendix I: Miscellaneous relations and properties

In this section we gather an eclectic mix of relations
and properties used in the paper.

Product of skew symmetric matrices can be expressed
via respective vectors as

a'h=(a"b)I —ba" (11)

It is easy to see that a real-valued 2 x 2 matrix M with
det M < 0 has one positive and one negative eigenvalues:
the discriminant of the characteristic polynomial A2 —
ATrM + det M is positive, therefore the eigenvalues are
real, nonzero and of different sign.

It is easy to verify a number of useful relations on A,/
using its definition in Eq.:

A, (abe)+ A, _o(abc)=a

12
Az,z’ (G;, b, C) — A_z7zl (a7 b’ C) = Zb ( )
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and

A_y(a,b,c)A__(a,b,c) = —c

13
A++(a7ba C)AJr* (a,b,c) =ab—c ( )

To prove Eq. relating the coronal sector frequen-
cies, we compute

(- =A)a- = A =AAs=~" (1)

where we used Eqgs. (41] 13).

The values of y, that is the initial conditions on ¢P and
tp, fully specifying (in addition to the model parameters
7)) the (3,4)-mode, numerically studied in Sec. are

given below:

¢7 = 0.2146047,
¢ = —0.1452115,

07 = 0.5255085,
Uf = 0.2670555,
07 = 0.1306085

08 = 0.5369450,
¢ = 0.1716506,

¢ = 0.1257789,
ts = 1.1657382,
tq = 1.1582562.

(I5)

It is straightforward to compute the minimum fric-
tion coefficient p given the moment of gravity force
My, = >, m;T;gf, the momentum P = ) . m,v; and
the angular momentum L = 0L£/9§; [16]. One read-
ily finds M, = Ry(m17 + marh)g; and P = Ry[ma#} +
math; mart RT1TSq, where rh = rl + Ryrl. It is also easy
E)l find L = Ry (HSq) (), see the last paragraph of App.
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