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Abstract—This work introduces a formulation of model predic-
tive control (MPC) which adaptively reasons about the complexity
of the model based on the task while maintaining feasibility and
stability guarantees. Existing MPC implementations often handle
computational complexity by shortening prediction horizons or
simplifying models, both of which can result in instability.
Inspired by related approaches in behavioral economics, motion
planning, and biomechanics, our method solves MPC problems
with a simple model for dynamics and constraints over regions
of the horizon where such a model is feasible and a complex
model where it is not. The approach leverages an interleaving of
planning and execution to iteratively identify these regions, which
can be safely simplified if they satisfy an exact template/anchor
relationship. We show that this method does not compromise the
stability and feasibility properties of the system, and measure
performance in simulation experiments on a quadrupedal robot
executing agile behaviors over terrains of interest. We find that
this adaptive method enables more agile motion and expands
the range of executable tasks compared to fixed-complexity
implementations.

Index Terms—Optimization and Optimal Control, Legged
Robots, Underactuated Robots, Dynamics.

I. INTRODUCTION

As demand for robotic systems increases in industries
like environmental monitoring, industrial inspection, disaster
recovery, and material handling [1–3], so too has the need for
motion planning and control algorithms that efficiently handle
the complexity of their dynamics and constraints. Legged
systems in particular are well suited for these applications due
to their ability to traverse unstructured terrains with behaviors
such as that shown in Fig. 1, yet they are so far largely
restricted to conservative behaviors due to this complexity. A
common approach to overcome these challenges is to break up
the problem into a hierarchy of sub-problems which reason
over progressively shorter horizons with increasing model
complexity. This hierarchy improves computational efficiency
which can be used to detect obstacles further away, react more
quickly to disturbances, or reduce energy costs. However, this
hierarchy is vulnerable to failures caused by omitting portions
of the underlying model, raising a fundamental question of
how to balance model fidelity and computational efficiency.

Inspiration for answering this question can be drawn from
other scientific fields, in particular behavioral economics and
neuromechanics. The famous “Thinking: Fast and Slow”
framework theorizes that human cognitive function can be
described with two systems which respectively handle rapid,
simple processing and slow, deliberative reasoning such that
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Fig. 1: Adaptive complexity model predictive control se-
lectively simplifies the model to promote efficiency without
sacrificing stability. For example, during a legged leaping task
joint information may be required during takeoff and landing
but can be omitted elsewhere without affecting the behavior.

“[the complex, slow system] is activated when an event is
detected that violates the model of the world that [the simple,
fast system] maintains” [4]. Extending this concept to the
field of motion planning yields meta-planning methods which
change their structure to leverage simple, fast models where
possible and complex, slow ones where the simple model is
inaccurate [5,6]. However, it is not well understood under what
exact conditions a given dynamical system may leverage a
simple model without sacrificing stability and feasibility, nor
is it clear when a more complex model should be used without
making the computational overhead intractable.

To investigate these questions, we employ the templates and
anchors approach for analyzing model hierarchies [7]. This
framework describes relations between dynamical systems
where complex behaviors (anchors) can be captured by simpler
models (templates), and its connections to legged locomotion
are well-studied in both animals and robots. From these
observations we draw three hypotheses:

1) From the templates and anchors relationship we can
derive sufficient conditions which identify regions of a
behavior where complex dynamics and constraints can
be safely simplified without compromising stability and
feasibility (i.e. regions where the robot is following the
template model).

2) Legged systems often operate in environments where
these conditions are satisfied during the majority of be-
haviors and therefore stability and feasibility guarantees
can often be retained even with simplified models.

3) During behaviors in which these conditions are not
met, a controller which leverages adaptive complexity
online can improve performance over fixed-complexity
formulations by enabling more efficient motion planning
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while retaining stability guarantees.
We evaluate these hypotheses by constructing a formulation

of model predictive control (MPC) that actively adapts the
model complexity to the task. This is achieved by iteratively
identifying regions of the horizon where the behavior can
be safely expressed with a simpler model. This formulation
is most efficient when the two models satisfy a relation-
ship known as “exact anchoring” [8], and in the worst case
converges to the standard all-complex MPC formulation. We
evaluate Hypothesis 1 by showing that this algorithm pro-
vides formal stability and feasibility properties with respect
to the complex system. We evaluate Hypotheses 2 and 3
by applying this algorithm to a quadrupedal system and
conducting simulation experiments on common environments
which legged platforms may encounter. These results show
that the majority of the behaviors in these environments admit
feasible simplifications and that the resulting improvement
in computational efficiency enables an increase in top speed
and decrease in task duration compared to a system without
these reductions. We also show that retaining knowledge of
the dynamics and constraints in the complex system expands
the range of executable tasks compared to a system which
uniformly applies these reductions. In the particular case
of legged leaping, this approach enables receding horizon
execution of a body-length leaping behavior while considering
joint constraints, which expands the leaping ability over prior
methods which do not consider these constraints.

The organization of this paper is as follows: Section II
covers related work in greater detail, and Section III formulates
the problem and introduces notation. Section IV provides
an overview of the algorithm, whose formal properties are
explored in Section V. This algorithm is applied to legged
locomotion models in Section VI, and performance for these
systems is quantified in Section VII. Section VIII concludes
by discussing limitations and future extensions enabled by this
work.

II. RELATED WORK

Dynamic motion planning and control for systems with
intermittent contact is inherently difficult. However, enabling
agile autonomy for such systems is critical for real-world
applications that require the robot to touch the world. In
particular, legged robots have significant potential for real-
world deployment. But, they often suffer from difficulties
arising from hybrid dynamics, high state dimensionality, and
non-convex constraints on their kinematics and dynamics.
Such problems render even basic motion planning problems
PSPACE-complete [9], and as a result existing algorithms
to solve them globally for dynamic legged systems cannot
operate in real-time [10–13].

In general, the most common approach used to address
the planning and control challenges of legged locomotion
has been through leveraging some kind of model reduction,
wherein the problem is solved with a reduced subset of the
state and dynamics. The solution of this simpler problem is
then passed to another system with a more complex model
which fills in the additional details. The hierarchical nature of

this approach enables optimization of each algorithm based
on salient features of the problem such as the timescales
of the dynamics or rates of sensor information. Examples
of this approach include efficient global planners focused on
exploration [14–17] to local planners that plan contact phases
over a few gait cycles [18] to whole-body controllers with full-
order representations over very small horizons [19–21]. While
these hierarchies have been shown to be capable of producing
dynamic locomotion, they face a fundamental problem in that
dynamics or constraints in the omitted space can render the
desired motion sub-optimal or even infeasible. Conservative
assumptions in the simple model may fail to produce solutions
in difficult environments, and optimistic assumptions may lead
to infeasible behaviors that the more myopic complex system
may not recognize until too late.

Several methods have been explored to resolve the interface
between these layers. One straightforward approach is to use
the complex model to assess the simple solution, either by
providing a boolean feasible/infeasible classification, comput-
ing some value function, or indicating new search directions
[22–25]. This can be efficient since checking a solution in a
higher-order space is easier than searching for one, although
it does not allow the simple model to directly reason about
the dynamics or constraints in the complex space.

Another promising way to resolve this is to employ an
adaptive planning framework to reason over different models
based on the task and constraints. One flavor of this approach
plans over a mixture of models of varying degrees of fidelity
with some pre-defined rules that guide when to use each and
how to transition between them [17,26,27]. Other approaches
leverage an adaptive composition of models with different
safety bounds to trade between performance and robustness or
expand the problem dimensionality as needed to find collision-
free paths. [5,6,28–30]. Our approach is more similar to the
latter in terms of the underlying adaptation mechanism, but
differs in that we derive the exact conditions under which
transitioning between models of varying fidelity can be done
without sacrificing stability and feasibility. Furthermore, we
demonstrate how such a mechanism can be applied to a
receding horizon framework for online planning and control.

Similar planning and control problems can also be solved
online using receding horizon methods. In particular, model
predictive control (MPC) is an iterative receding-horizon op-
timization framework that has been commonly used to solve
constrained optimal control problems [31]. In the context of
dynamic legged locomotion, MPC often computes feasible
body and/or joint trajectories in order to track a higher level
reference plan while respecting dynamic, state, and control
constraints. Works such as [32–34] compute the desired
ground reaction forces using a single rigid body model, which
are realized as joint torques using a whole-body controller.
Although computationally efficient, this approach typically
uses a single simplified model under the assumption that
motions of the legs have minimal effects on the body. This
can be limiting in performing more aggressive motions such
as those that require flight phases or on robots with high
“Centroidal Inertia Isotropy” [35].

While simplified model MPC approaches assume a rep-



resentative reduced-order model (template) exists that fairly
approximates the full-order model (anchor), they often do not
examine the validity of this approximation. Some approaches
have studied safe controller synthesis for the template model
while ensuring constraint satisfaction of the anchor model
through bounding the differences of the two models using
reachability analysis [36], approximate simulation properties
[37], or learning any unmodeled differences [38]. Another
approach uses pre-defined ratios to mix the complex model for
the immediate future with the simple model for longer horizon
planning, which results in more robust locomotion compared
to fixed-complexity formulations [39]. Our approach takes
inspiration from these in that it defines the exact conditions
under which the higher order model can be simplified without
violation of formal guarantees, but critically differs in that we
adaptively mix models of varying fidelity within any planning
horizon based on local feasibility. This allows us to leverage
the fidelity of the complex model when necessary while taking
advantage of the computation speed enabled by the simple
model for planning longer horizon motions.

Many of these hierarchical planning and control approaches
have been shown to effectively perform agile and dynamic
motions in simulation and hardware. However, they often
struggle in generating and executing motions that require the
robot to operate at its kinematic and dynamic limits. These
motions are critical in enabling behaviours like stepping and
leaping over gaps, stairs, and non-traversable obstacles, which
are essential in navigating unstructured terrains. Previous ap-
proaches have relied on executing trajectories that have been
optimized offline or prior to execution, lack longer horizon
planning, or do not consider joint kinematics or constraints
[40–44]. Our approach allows the robot to plan for these
agile behaviours in a receding-horizon manner while reasoning
about constraints over a significantly long horizon, which is
shown to expand leaping capabilities in simulation.

III. PRELIMINARIES

To clarify the operation of adaptive complexity MPC and
its properties, we define a formulation for model predictive
control and the closed-loop system it yields following [45].
Consider a nonlinear, discrete-time, dynamical system which
evolves on state manifold X under admissible controls U and
with dynamics f ,

xk+1 = f(xk, uk) (1)

where xk ∈ X,uk ∈ U are the current state and control at
time k, and xk+1 ∈ X is the successor state. Let X be the set
of all feasible states within manifold X . Let zk := (xk, uk)
define a state-control pair such that xk+1 = f(zk), and let
feasible states and controls be defined by the set Z = X ×U .
Let the set XN denote the basin of attraction of the controller
parameterized by N . We list a few standard assumptions on
the system in (1) and the set XN :

Assumption 1. (A) f(0, 0) = 0 (the origin is an equilibrium
point).
(B) ∃u ∈ U | f(x, u) ∈ XN ∀x ∈ XN (XN is control positive
invariant).

(C) X and U are compact and contain the origin in their
interiors.

To formalize model predictive control, first define a
predicted control trajectory with horizon N as u =
[u0, u1, . . . , uN−1] and a predicted state trajectory as x =
[x0, x1, . . . , xN ]. For simplicity we define the resulting pre-
dicted state-control pair trajectory as z = [z0, z1, . . . , zN−1]
such that zi = (xi, ui), where i denotes the index within the
horizon defined at time k. The optimal control problem (OCP)
solved in the standard NMPC formulation with terminal cost
and region is thus P(xk),

P(xk) : V ∗N (xk) = min
u

N−1∑
i=0

L(zi) + Vt(xN ) (2a)

s.t. xi+1 = f(zi) ∀i = 0, . . . , N − 1 (2b)
zi ∈ Z ∀i = 0, . . . , N − 1 (2c)
x0 = xk (2d)
xN ∈ Xt (2e)

where L(·), Vt(·) are the stage and terminal costs, Z is the set
of feasible state-control pairs, and Xt is a terminal set. Let u∗

be the control trajectory corresponding to the optimal solution
of (2). The control law defined by NMPC is determined by
solving (2) at each time k and applying the first control, i.e.
uk = u∗0|k . This defines the state feedback policy h(xk) and
resulting closed loop system fh(xk),

h(xk) := u∗0|k (3)

fh(xk) := f(xk, h(xk)) (4)

Standard stability proofs for NMPC formulations typically rely
on showing that the closed-loop system admits a Lyapunov
function which is upper and lower bounded by strictly increas-
ing functions of state and is strictly decreasing in time (for
asymptotic stability) or bounded in magnitude by the control
input (for Input-to-State Stability). We borrow the standard
definitions of strictly increasing functions K and K∞ as well
as Lyapunov functions and asymptotic stability from [46].

For the closed-loop system in (4) to yield provable stability,
assume the following properties on L(·), Vt(·), and Xt.

Assumption 2. (A) ∃αL, αU , αL,f , αU,f ∈ K∞ | αU (|x|) ≤
L(x, u) ≤ αL(|x|)∀x ∈ X , u ∈ U and αU,t(|x|) ≤ Vt(x) ≤
αL,t(|x|)∀x ∈ Xt (stage and terminal cost are upper and lower
bounded by K∞ functions).
(B) A solution to (2) exists for all xk ∈ XN .
(C) The functions L(x, u), Vt(x), and f are all twice differ-
entiable with respect to x and u.
(D) ∃αVt

∈ K∞, ht(x) | Vt(f(x, ht(x))) − Vt(x) ≤
−αVt(|x|) ∀x ∈ Xt (terminal control law decreases cost).
(E) The control law defined in (3) satisfies Assumption 1A.

It is a known result that under these conditions, the system
defined in (4) is asymptotically stable for all x0 ∈ XN [31,46].

IV. ADAPTIVE COMPLEXITY MPC
A. Algorithm Overview

The core idea of adaptive complexity is to leverage models
of differing complexity to simplify the model in regions where



feasibility is assured and only increase complexity as needed
to guarantee feasibility and stability properties. Our approach
is to define a simplicity set Sk at each time k which indicates
whether state-action pairs at a given time in the horizon after k
can be simplified, and piece-wise dynamics that can propagate
the state both into and out of this set. Conditions on this set
Sk can be directly drawn from the literature on templates and
anchors [7] – elements of Sk represent times corresponding
to state-action pairs that follow a feasible, attracting, invariant
submanifold within the complex (“anchor”) space, i.e. follow
the “template” dynamics. In other words, membership in Sk

implies that the system remains on the manifold after applying
the complex dynamics and without violating constraints. This
knowledge allows the system to optimize directly on the
manifold in these regions, omitting the lifted component of
the system and thus improving efficiency, while retaining
these components when the feasibility or invariant properties
are no longer satisfied. Note that while this work assumes
one template per anchor, it could be further extended to
include multiple templates describing different reductions of
the anchor dynamics.

B. Complex and Simple System Definitions
Let the original system defined in (1) be “complex” which

is clarified by the superscript (·)c. Let the “simple” system
be denoted with the superscript (·)s such that the state xs

lies on the manifold Xs, where dimXs < dimXc. These
states are related by the state reduction ψx : Xc → Xs

defined as xs = ψx(xc). Let each system have controls
uc and us defined over manifolds U c and Us which are
related by the control reduction ψu : U c × Xc → Us

defined as us = ψu(uc, xc). Define the state-control pairs
as zc = (xc, uc) and zs = (xs, us) which lie on mani-
folds Zc := Xc × U c and Zs := Xs × Us. This permits
the definition of the reduction ψ : Zc → Zs defined as
zs = ψ(zc) = (ψx(xc), ψu(uc, xc)). Note that these many-
to-one projection defines which components of the complex
system are retained in the simple system.

Define the mapping ψ† such that ψ ◦ ψ† = I , where I is
the identity matrix. Let ψ†x and ψ†u give the outputs of ψ†

corresponding to state and control variables respectively. This
choice defines a particular heuristic – among many possible
operators – for how states and controls in the null-space of ψ(·)
should correspond to the simple system. For stability purposes
we choose that this maps to the origin (i.e. the reference) for
variables contained in the null space of ψ.

The dynamics and constraints for the complex system have
already been defined in Section III. Define the dynamics fs

and constraints of the simple system Zs,

xsk+1 = fs(zsk) (5)
zsk ∈ Zs. (6)

Let the basin of attraction of the complex system be denoted
XNc under horizon length N c.

C. Adaptive System Definition
We seek an adaptive control law which leverages the simple

system when the system can feasibly remain on the manifold

Zs and the complex system when it cannot. Define another set
of state and control variables xai , uai , and zai which represent
the adaptive mixed system which is used to solve the OCP.
We use Sk to assign these quantities at a time i in the horizon
to a particular manifold,

zai =

{
zci ∈ Zc, i /∈ Sk

zsi ∈ Zs, i ∈ Sk

(7)

The adaptive states and controls can be either lifted to the
complex manifold zl ∈ Zc or reduced (projected) to the simple
manifold zr ∈ Zs by leveraging ψ and ψ† at time i,

zli =

{
zai , i /∈ Sk

ψ†(zai ), i ∈ Sk

(8)

zri =

{
ψ(zai ), i /∈ Sk

zai , i ∈ Sk

(9)

Next we define the dynamics of the adaptive system which
are used to solve the OCP,

xai+1 = fa(zai ) :=


f c(zai ) i, i+ 1 /∈ Sk

ψ ◦ f c(zai ) i /∈ Sk, i+ 1 ∈ Sk

f c ◦ ψ†(zai ) i ∈ Sk, i+ 1 /∈ Sk

fs(zai ) i, i+ 1 ∈ Sk

(10)

where xai+1 is the successor state in the adaptive system. The
OCP for the adaptive system uses these dynamics to construct
feasible motions over a prediction horizon Na ≥ N c.

Denote a predicted adaptive control sequence over horizon
Na as ua = [ua0 , u

a
1 , . . . , u

a
Na−1], a predicted adaptive state

sequence as xa = [xa0 , x
a
1 , . . . , x

a
Na ], and a predicted adaptive

state-control pair sequence as za = [za0 , z
a
1 , . . . , z

a
Na−1]. Let

the lifted and reduced forms of these trajectories be denoted
as zl and zr. We define the constraints Za

i in the adaptive
system,

Za
i :=

{
Zc i /∈ Sk

Zs i ∈ Sk

. (11)

With these definitions in place we now state the OCP
Pa(xck) which is solved to determine the control input uck,

Pa(xck) : V ∗aNa(xck) = min
ua

Na−1∑
i=0

La(zai ) + Vt(x
a
Na) (12a)

s.t. xai+1 = fa(zai ) ∀i = 0, . . . , Na − 1 (12b)
zai ∈ Za

i ∀i = 0, . . . , Na − 1 (12c)
xa0 = xck (12d)

xaNa ∈ X c
t (12e)

where the adaptive cost function is equal to the complex
system cost evaluated on the lifted state-control pair,

La(zai ) =

{
Lc(zai ) i /∈ Sk

Lc(ψ†(zai )) i ∈ Sk

(13)

Let XNa be the set of states for which the solution to (12)
exists. Let the optimal value function found in (12) correspond
to the control trajectory u∗a = [u∗a0 , u

∗a
1 , . . . , u

∗a
Na−1] and



corresponding lifted trajectory u∗l. The control law defined
by adaptive complexity MPC is determined by solving (12)
at each time k and applying the first control, i.e. uck = u∗l0|k .
Define the state feedback policy ha(xck) and resulting closed
loop system f cha(xck),

ha(xck) := u∗l0|k (14)

f cha(xck) := f c(xck, h
a(xck)) (15)

Note that each term in the OCP defined in (12) converges to
its complex counterpart if Sk = {}, so the behavior of the
original MPC closed-loop system defined in (1) can always
be retained. However, we seek to find the minimal complexity
required to still ensure stability of the closed-loop system.

D. Conditions on the Complexity Set

The set Sk clearly cannot be arbitrary in order to maintain
stability, as ignoring some uncontrolled component of the
system dynamics could easily cause undesired behavior. To
avoid this we define a notion of the admissibility of Sk which
is needed to show that the state and control trajectory in
the adaptive space matches their realizations in the complex
system.

Definition 1. (Admissibility of Sk) The simplicity set Sk

defined at time k is admissible if the following conditions
hold for all i ∈ Sk,

i ∈ 1, 2, . . . , Na − 1 (16a)

ψ† ◦ ψ(zli) ∈ Zc (16b)

ψ†x ◦ fs ◦ ψ(zli) = f c(zli) (16c)

ψ†x ◦ ψ ◦ f c(zli−1) = f c(zli−1). (16d)

The condition (16a) requires that the first and last state
be complex, which ensures the predicted trajectory matches
the actual dynamics and that the system is able to reach the
(possibly complex) terminal state. The conditions (16b) require
that the state and control on the manifold at i are feasible in
the complex space, (16d) requires the dynamics from the prior
state and control lead to the manifold, and (16c) requires that
the dynamics applied to the current state yields a successor
state on the manifold, i.e. the complex space “exactly anchors”
the simple space (in the sense of [8, Appendix A]). These
concepts are illustrated in Fig. 2. To codify the admissibility of
a simplicity set Sk, define the set of possible simplicity sets as
S, and the set of all admissible sets as Sa. Membership in Sa
can be determined by computing the lifted prediction trajectory
zl and checking the conditions in (16) for each i ∈ Sk. Also
note that removing any element from an admissible simplicity
set does not invalidate the admissibility property.

In order to show the stability of adaptive complexity MPC,
we require that Sk be admissible for all k.

Assumption 3. Sk ∈ Sa ∀k ≥ 0.

The remaining challenge is ensuring the admissibility of
Sk, which is inductively handled by Algorithm 1 and for
which recursive admissibility is proven in Sec. V-C. There

i

zi
l

a c b b ad

ZsZc

Fig. 2: Elements in the horizon i are in the set Sk if they
are feasible and stay on the manifold Zs (illustrated as a
blue dashed 1D curve). The adaptive system allows zli to
leave this submanifold while remaining in the manifold Zc

(the surrounding white 2D space). Elements in the set Sk are
denoted in blue, elements not in this set are denoted in red
and labeled with the condition of (16) they satisfy or violate.

are multiple methods to ensure the initial S0 is admissible,
such as initializing with S0 = {} which is guaranteed to be
admissible, or iteratively solving (12) and updating S0 until an
admissible set is found. After an initial set is found, successor
sets can be found by combining two simplicity sets, Sa

k and
Sf . The set Sa

k adaptively identifies regions that can be safely
simplified, while Sf requires that certain elements always
remain complex for stability and admissibility, in particular the
first and last element. After a solve, Sa

k is updated by checking
(16) to determine which states can be simplified. Its elements
are then shifted in time, i.e. Sa

k+1 = {i − 1 | i ∈ Sa
k}, and

combined with the fixed set to yield the successor simplicity
set Sk+1 = Sa

k+1∩Sf . This approach is sufficient to guarantee
admissibility in the nominal case with a perfect model, where
the only new portion of the optimal trajectory is the last
element which is always covered by Sf . Robustness can be
improved at the expense of computational effort by expanding
Sf to include more elements to ensure Sk remains admissible
under disturbances. This is similar to the MPC formulation in
[39], but includes the adaptive term Sa

k to ensure feasibility
across the entire horizon.

E. Formal Definition of Adaptive Complexity MPC Algorithm

With the control law we can now summarize adaptive
complexity MPC as an iterative algorithm shown in Algo-
rithm 1. This procedure combines the fixed and adaptive
simplicity sets, solves the OCP, updates the adaptive simplicity
set from its solution, then applies the first element of the
control trajectory. Note that this algorithm is no different
from standard MPC formulations with the exception of the
definition of the simplicity set and lifting of the resulting
trajectory.

V. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS

This section describes the theoretical properties of adaptive
complexity MPC. We first show that constraints of the original
OCP in (2) are satisfied by solutions of the adaptive OCP in
(12) under assumptions on the admissibility of Sk (Sec. V-A).
We use this result to show recursive feasibility of the adaptive



Algorithm 1 Adaptive Complexity Model Predictive Control

Given xc0, S0, S
f , Na

k ← 0
Sa
0 ← S0

repeat
Sk ← Sa

k ∩ Sf

z∗a ← Pa(xck)|Na,Sk
. (12)

z∗l ← ψ†(z∗a) . (8)
uck ← u∗l0|k . (14)
xck+1 ← f c(xck, u

c
k) . (15)

Sa
k+1 ← {i− 1 | i ∈ Sa

k ∧ zli satisfies (16)}
k ← k + 1

until finished

OCP and thus asymptotic stability of the origin of the closed
loop system (Sec. V-B). We show that Algorithm 1 satisfies
the assumption on admissibility of Sk (Sec. V-C), and that
the basin of attraction of the resulting system is no smaller
than the original complex MPC system and possibly larger
since the horizon length could be expanded with the additional
computational capabilities (Sec. V-D).

A. Optimal Control Problem Constraint Satisfaction

We begin by showing that admissibility of Sk results in
a lifted trajectory which matches the solution to the closed-
loop dynamics of the actual complex system, and therefore
the constraints of the original OCP in (2) are satisfied by
solutions of the adaptive OCP in (12). Let the solutions of the
closed-loop dynamics starting at state xck under a given control
trajectory uc for duration i be expressed by the function φ
defined as φ(i, xck,u

c) := xck+i.

Proposition 1. Suppose Assumption 3 is satisfied. The pre-
dicted state at time i is equal to the solution to the complex
dynamical system under the lifted predicted controls, i.e.
xli = φ(i, xc0,u

l).

Proof. We prove this by induction. For the base case i = 0,
since 0 /∈ Sk, xl0 = xc0 = φ(0, xc0,u

l). For the induction
step we need to show that xli = φ(i, xc0,u

l) implies xli+1 =
φ(i + 1, xc0,u

l). We obtain φ(i + 1, xc0,u
l) by applying the

closed-loop complex dynamics to φ(i, xc0,u
l) with the control

determined by ul to both sides,

xli = φ(i, xc0,u
l) (17)

f c(xli,u
l
i) = f c(φ(i, xc0,u

l),ul
i) (18)

f c(zli) = φ(i+ 1, xc0,u
l) (19)

Thus we need to show that xli+1 = f c(zli) which would show
that zli would satisfy. We proceed by cases based on inclusion
in Sk.

Case 1. i /∈ Sk, i + 1 /∈ Sk. This case corresponds to a
portion of the trajectory entirely in the complex space. By
the definition of the adaptive system dynamics in (10),

xli+1 = xai+1 = f c(zai ) = f c(zli) (20)

Case 2. i /∈ Sk, i + 1 ∈ Sk. This case corresponds to a
portion of the trajectory which decreases in complexity. By
the definition of the adaptive system dynamics in (10) and the
construction of Sk in (16),

xli+1 = ψ†x(xai+1) = ψ†x ◦ ψ ◦ f c(zai ) = f c(zai ) = f c(zli)
(21)

Case 3. i ∈ Sk, i + 1 /∈ Sk. This case corresponds to a
portion of the trajectory which increases in complexity. By
the definition of the adaptive system dynamics in (10) and the
construction of Sk in (16),

xli+1 = xai+1 = f c ◦ ψ†(zai ) = f c(zli) (22)

Case 4. i ∈ Sk, i+1 ∈ Sk. This case corresponds to a portion
of the trajectory entirely in the simple space. By the definition
of the adaptive system dynamics in (10) and the construction
of Sk in (16),

xli+1 = ψ†x(xak+1) = ψ†x ◦ fs(zai ) = ψ†x ◦ fs ◦ ψ(zli) = f c(zli)
(23)

Thus the induction step holds, completing the proof.

We must also show that state and control trajectories which
satisfy the adaptive state and control constraints Za also sat-
isfy the complex equivalent Zc by nature of the admissibility
of set Sk.

Proposition 2. Suppose Assumption 3 is satisfied. If zai ∈ Za,
then zli ∈ Zc.

Proof. Proceed by cases based on inclusion in Sk.
Case 1. i /∈ Sk. In this case, zli = zai . By the definition of Za

in (11), zli ∈ Zc.
Case 2. i ∈ S. In this case, zli = ψ†(zai ). Since Sk ∈ Sa,
zli ∈ Zc by (16b).

Next we show that satisfying the initial and terminal state
constraints in the adaptive system implies satisfaction of the
same constraints in the complex space.

Proposition 3. Suppose Assumption 3 is satisfied. If xa0 = xck
then xl0 = xck, and if xaNa ∈ X c

t , then xlNa ∈ X c
t .

Proof. Since i = 0 /∈ Sk, xl0 = xa0 = xck. Since i = Na /∈
Sk, x

l
Na = xaNa ∈ X c

t .

B. Adaptive Complexity Feasibility and Stability

With these propositions in place we can now prove that
the OCP defined in (12) is recursively feasible for states in
XNa and that this set is invariant in the complex system. This
is done by following the form of the proofs in [31], which
constructs a feasible solution (in the absence of modeling
errors) to the OCP at the successor state by combining the
current solution with the terminal set feedback policy ut(xc).
This approach is illustrated in Fig. 3. Define this control
sequence as ũa and its lifted counterpart ũl,

ũa(xck) =
[
u∗a1 , . . . , u

∗a
Na−1, ut(x̂)

]
(24)

ũl(xck) = ψ†u(ũa(xck)) (25)



a c b b db a

a c b b db a

Fig. 3: Adaptive complexity MPC retains recursive feasibility
and admissibility by updating the simplicity set and solution
at time k+ 1 with the corresponding terms from time k along
with the new state and control determined from the terminal
policy ut which is applied with the terminal set X c

t . Letters
at bottom indicate the condition of (16) that element satisfies
or violates. The complex manifold X c is the 2D space while
X s is the embedded 1D submanifold.

where x̂ = φ(Na, xck,u
∗l) is the terminal state at time Na

resulting from initial state xck and control u∗l(xck) (under
Proposition 1). We now show that this control satisfies the
requirements for recursive feasibility.

Proposition 4. Suppose Assumptions 1 – 3 are satisfied. Let
xck ∈ XNa and let xck+1 := f cha(xck) denote the successor state
(under adaptive complexity model predictive control) to xck.
Then ũa(xck) defined in (24) is feasible for Pa

N (f cha(xck)) and
XNa is positively invariant (for the system xck+1 = f cha(xck)).

Proof. This proof follows standard methods for demonstrating
recursive feasibility [31], see Appendix A for the complete
proof.

We must also show that the cost function decreases along
any solution of xck+1 = f cha(xck) given these previous assump-
tions as this is necessary for the stability proof:

Proposition 5. Suppose Assumptions 1 – 3 are satisfied. Then

V ∗aN (f cha(xck))− V ∗aN (xck) ≤ −Lc(xck, h
a(xck)) (26)

Proof. See Appendix A.

We can now prove asymptotic stability of the origin of the
closed loop system using standard Lyapunov-based methods.
This supports Hypothesis 1 which states that adaptive com-
plexity MPC yields provable stability properties reliant on
template and anchor conditions.

Theorem 6. Suppose Assumptions 1 – 3 are satisfied. Then
there exists functions α1, α2, α3 ∈ K∞ which upper and lower
bound the cost, i.e.,

α1(|xck|) ≥ V ∗aNa(xck) ≥ α2(|xck|) (27a)
V ∗aNa(xck+1)− V ∗aNa(xck) ≤ −α3(|xck|) (27b)

and thus the origin of the system,

xck+1 = f cha(xck) (28)

is asymptotically stable with a region of attraction XNa .

Proof. See Appendix A.

C. Recursive Admissibility of Sk

Theorem 6 shows that adaptive complexity MPC is stable
under Assumption 3 which states that Sk is admissible. Next
we prove that this holds for all time under Algorithm 1,
again assuming no modeling errors. Robustness considerations
remain an intriguing area for future investigation.

Lemma 7. Let xc0 ∈ XNa . Then Sk ∈ Sa ∀k ≥ 0 under
Algorithm 1.

Proof. We proceed by induction. The base case k = 0 is met
by the assumption that S0 ∈ Sa. For the induction step we
must show that Sk ∈ Sa implies Sk+1 ∈ Sa. By Proposition 4,
z∗lk+1 consists of each of the last Na − 1 elements of z∗lk ,
plus the new terminal state-control pair (x̂, ut(x̂)). Since under
Algorithm 1 elements of Sa

k+1 are the time-shifted elements
of Sa

k which satisfy the admissibility conditions (16), these
conditions are satisfied for all i ∈ Sa

k+1. Since by the definition
of Sk+1 = Sa

k+1 ∩ Sf where i = Na /∈ Sf , the new terminal
state-action pair is always in the complex space, and hence
(16) are satisfied for all i ∈ Sk+1 and thus Sk+1 ∈ Sa.

Note that the terminal state-control pair may not meet the
reduction conditions in (16), meaning that it must remain in
the complex space. This is handled by assuming the last finite
element in the horizon is complex, and checking (16) after
solving the OCP to determine if the new index can be allowed
into Sk or must remain complex.

D. Basin of Attraction Comparison

We have shown that both the original MPC formulation for
the complex system in (4) and the adaptive complexity MPC
system in (15) are asymptotically stable about the origin with
basins of attraction XNc and XNa , respectively. We now show
that the size of their basins of attraction is dependent on the
horizon lengths N c and Na.

Lemma 8. If N c ≤ Na then XNc ⊆ XNa , and if N c < Na

then XNc ⊂ XNa .

Proof. Let xc0 ∈ XNc , thus the OCP PNc(xc0) has a solution
u∗ satisfying the constraints in (2). Let S0 be the initial
admissibility set of this solution determined by evaluating the
conditions in (16). Construct an adaptive control trajectory ua,

uai =

{
u∗i i /∈ S0

ψu(u∗i ) i ∈ S0

(29)



for all i = 0, 1, . . . , N c − 1, which implies ul = u∗. By
Propositions 1 – 3 the constraints on the OCPs (2) and (12)
are equivalent, and thus ua is a valid solution of (12) which
implies that xc0 ∈ XNa and thus XNc ⊆ XNa .

To show that N c < Na → XNc ⊂ XNa , consider a point
xc0 /∈ XNc and some feasible control uc0 ∈ U such that zc0 :=
(xc0, u

c
0) ∈ Zc and xc1 = f c(zc0) ∈ XNc . Let u∗1 be the control

sequence yielded by solving the OCP PNc(xc1). Let the control
sequence ua

0 = [uc0,u
a
1 ], and let Na = N c +1. Since the state

xc1 ∈ XNa , by Propositions 1 – 3 the state, control and terminal
constraints of (12) are satisfied for zai ∀i = 1, 2, . . . , N c, and
since zc0 ∈ Zc, the state and control constraints are satisfied
for i = 0. Thus all the constraints of (12) are satisfied, and
therefore xc0 ∈ XNa . The property XNc ⊂ XNa follows.

The property that longer horizon lengths yield larger basins
of attraction is a known result of MPC theory – as horizon
lengths go to infinity, MPC converges to infinite-horizon
optimal control [31]. Horizon lengths are generally limited
by computational effort, so if simplifying the problem allows
for longer horizons under equal computational capabilities
without violating system constraints, the resulting controller
has a larger basin of attraction. We note this theoretical result,
although in the following experiments we leave horizon length
fixed and allow solve time variations rather than the reverse as
this yields a more consistent representation of computational
constraints. Also note that since membership in the basin of
attraction implies that a solution to the OCP exists, Lemma 8
implies that adaptive complexity maintains the completeness
properties of the original MPC formulation in the complex
system (assuming a suitable algorithm which can solve the
OCP in (12)).

Additionally, it should be noted that although feasible
solutions of the adaptive OCP are also feasible solutions of
original complex OCP, they may not be optimal with respect
to the original OCP cost function. Reducing the system at
a particular time is in essence constraining it to the simple
manifold at that time. The conditions stated above require
that doing so be feasible and yield a decreasing cost, yet it is
possible that doing so could yield a trajectory of higher cost
across the whole trajectory than if this constraint were lifted.
As such this approach may result in a slight sacrifice in cost
optimality in favor of a simpler problem.

VI. APPLICATION TO LEGGED SYSTEMS

To demonstrate the validity of the proposed adaptive com-
plexity MPC in controlling dynamical systems and to provide
examples for the quantities defined above, we apply the
approach for a legged robot systems. This section defines the
complex and simple models which are used for implementing
the algorithm, as well as the mappings between them. The
complex model includes states and constraints on both the
body and feet of the robot (and thus also joint information
through kinematics calculations) whereas the simple model
only considers body motion.

(a) Complex system

(b) Simple system

Fig. 4: The complex model includes body and foot states
which together define joint states, while the simple model only
consists of body states.

A. Definition of Complex Legged System

The complex system represents a model of the robot that
includes body and foot states as shown in Fig. 4. This
formulation permits the calculation of joint kinematic data via
known kinematics functions while maintaining some level of
decoupling between body and leg dynamics. We define the
states of the complex system xc ∈ R12+6n with n denoting
the number of legs,

xc =


qlin
qang
qfoot
q̇lin
ω
q̇foot

 (30)

where qlin defines the body linear position, qang defines the
body orientation through a vector parameterization such as
Euler angles, qfoot defines the foot positions, and ω is the
angular velocity (with ω̂ its skew-symmetric equivalent).

Define the control inputs uc ∈ R6n,

uc =

[
ubody
ufoot

]
(31)

where ubody ∈ R3n are the desired ground reaction forces at
each foot in the world frame coordinates, and ufoot ∈ R3n

denote the forces which accelerate the feet during swing,
but do not act on the robot body. This parameterization
decouples the effects of the body and leg dynamics, which
amounts to a massless leg assumption for the body dynamics
[47, Sec. 2.3] while still capturing kinematic constraints and
second-order dynamics of the leg motion during swing. Note
that these forces on the physical system correspond to the
same actuators as any given leg is either in stance or swing
– this separation is primarily to distinguish between control
authority available in the simple and complex systems. Let
ubody,i ∈ R3 and pi ∈ R3 be the ground reaction forces
and foot positions respectively for stance leg i. Following the
standard formulation for single rigid body dynamics models,



e.g. as in [48], define the continuous time dynamics of this
system f c(xc, uc),

f c(xc, uc) =



q̇lin

R(qang)ω

q̇foot
1
m

∑n
i ubody,i − g

W (qlin, qfoot, ω, ubody)

ufoot


(32)

where R(qang) ∈ SO(3) is the rotation matrix corresponding
to orientation parameterization qang, m is the body mass, g is
the gravity vector, and the shorthand function W (·) maps the
state and control to the angular acceleration,

W (qlin,qfoot, ω, ubody) =

I−1
(
RT

n∑
j

((qfoot,j − qlin)× ubody,j)− ω̂Iω
)

(33)

where I is the inertia matrix in the body frame. The discrete
time formulation of the dynamics in (32) can be obtained with
a suitable integration scheme such as forward Euler.

Next, we define the constraints of the complex system
Zc. Kinematic constraints for legged systems are generally
functions of joint limits rather than body or foot variables.
As a result, we add the joint information to the optimization
as slack variables and use them to define constraints. Let
θ, θ̇, τ ∈ Rn·nj be the joint positions, velocities, and torques,
respectively, where nj is the number of joints per leg. These
slack variables are constrained,

FK(q, θ) = qfoot (34a)

J(q, θ)[q̇Tlin, ω
T , θ̇T ]T = q̇foot (34b)

τ = −Jbody(q, θ)Tubody (34c)

where FK(q, θ) is the forward kinematics function of the
system and J(q, θ) is the leg Jacobian which relates motion
of the body and joints to foot motion in the world frame, and
Jbody are the columns of this matrix corresponding to joint
motion.

With these variables in place we can now state the con-
straints in the complex system,

θmin ≤ θ ≤ θmax (35a)

θ̇min ≤ θ̇ ≤ θ̇max (35b)
τmin ≤ τ ≤ τmax (35c)

ubody,min ≤ ubody ≤ ubody,max (35d)
Dubody = 0 (35e)
ubody ∈ FC (35f)

−τmax

(
1 +

θ̇

θ̇max

)
≤ τ ≤ τmax

(
1− θ̇

θ̇max

)
(35g)

h(qfoot) ≥ 0 (35h)

where (·)min and (·)max represent variable bounds, (35e) en-
forces a contact schedule with selection matrix D, (35f)
enforces that the GRF at each foot lies within the non-adhesive
friction cone FC, (35g) enforces a linear motor model, and

(35h) enforces non-penetration of the terrain via the ground
clearance h(qfoot). Together the constraints in (35) define the
set Zc.

The stage and terminal costs for the OCP of the complex
system can then be defined,

Lc(xc, uc) = xcTQxc + ucTRuc (36)

V c
f (xc) = xcTQtx

c (37)

where Q,Qt, and R are positive definite matrices.

B. Definition of Simple Legged System

The simple system represents the reduced-order model of
the robot that uses only the body states and ignores the foot
and joint states, as shown in Fig. 4. This is a commonly used
model reduction technique in the legged locomotion literature.
The state of the simple system is defined as xs ∈ R12. The
control inputs u ∈ R3n of the simple system consists of only
the GRFs from the complex system, such that us = ubody.
The dynamics in the simple system are the components of the
complex dynamics corresponding to the simple system states
defined as fs(xs, us). The constraints in the simple space
are only constraint bounds on the input ubody, identical to
equations (35d)–(35f). Note that the introduction of the torque
constraints in (35c) and (35g) accurately capture actuation
limits, and thus the heuristic GRF limits in (35d) can be
selected optimistically in the simple case as the system will
adaptively apply the more accurate constraints as needed to
ensure feasibility.

Although the cost in the adaptive OCP is based on the cost
function defined for the complex system, we define the stage
and terminal costs of the simple system as Ls and V s

t which
are used in the following experiments for the non-adaptive
configurations. Note that the cost for the simple system is
structurally identical to the complex system with the difference
in the states, controls, Q, R, and Qt matrices representing the
simple system variables instead.

C. Relations Between Complex and Simple Legged Systems

With these systems defined, we can now relate the two with
the projections ψx, ψu and define our heuristic lifts ψ†x, ψ

†
u.

The projections select components to retain within the simple
system,

ψx(xc) =


qlin
qang
q̇lin
ω

 = xs (38)

ψu(uc) = [ubody] = us (39)

In order to define the lifting functions, assume that we have
a reference x̄ck, ū

c
k in the complex system space which is

dynamically consistent, i.e. x̄ck+1 = f c(x̄ck, ū
c
k). Although

Section V assumes a time-invariant system (and thus a constant
reference) for simplicity of the analysis, the results could be
applied to time-varying systems and thus the tracking of a
trajectory. We leave the formal extension to these systems



as future work, but note that the stability of MPC for time-
varying systems is well established [45]. Dropping the index
k for clarity, this reference allows the definition of the lifting
operator ψ†,

ψ†x(xs) =


qlin
qang
q̄foot
q̇lin
ω

˙̄qfoot

 (40)

ψ†u(us) =

[
ubody
ūfoot

]
(41)

Note that when tracking a reference, the state is typically
mapped to tracking error such that stability of the origin corre-
sponds to stability of the reference trajectory, i.e. x̂c = xc−x̄c.
We can now state the conditions for admissibility for this
system, which require the that variables in the null space of
ψ lie on the reference and are feasible.

Lemma 9. For a given state-control pair zli which lie on
a trajectory of the system defined in (32), a reduction at
i ∈ [1, . . . , N − 1] is admissible (Definition 1) if qfoot = q̄foot,
q̇foot = ˙̄qfoot, ufoot = ūfoot, and zli satisfies the constraints in
(35).

Proof. See Appendix B.

VII. EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

This section presents experiments deploying adaptive com-
plexity MPC on a simulated quadrupedal robot to quantify
its performance and benchmark against other formulations of
MPC. In particular we compare against three other model
configurations – “Simple” and “Complex” respectively employ
only the simple and complex model dynamics and constraints,
and “Mixed” employs the complex model for the first one-
quarter of the horizon and the simple model for remainder,
similar to [39]. The “Adaptive” configuration follows Algo-
rithm 1 with Sf = {2, ...Na − 2} so that the first and last
finite elements are always complex. This meets the terminal
state admissibility condition in (16a) and also ensures that
new elements entering the horizon will be complex to meet
Assumption 3 in lieu of a hard-to-find terminal controller
ht(x) that meets the conditions in Assumption 2.

In each experiment, the robot is provided a reference
trajectory which defines the required task over the given
environment. We use three environments to evaluate the al-
gorithm performance in the presence of varying constraints.
The “Acceleration” environment requires the robot to rapidly
accelerate and decelerate over 7.5 body lengths (3 m) of flat
terrain to measure the ability of the configuration to stabilize
the system during agile motions. The “Step” environment
consists of a one-half leg length (20 cm) step which requires
navigating state constraints such as joint limits to traverse.
The “Gap” environment consists of a body-length (40 cm)
gap which the robot must leap across, testing the controller’s
ability to handle these kinematic constraints in addition to
input constraints such as actuator limits and friction.

We quantify performance in the Acceleration environment
by measuring the average completion time and resulting top
speed achievable with a 100% success rate over ten trials.
Success is defined as reaching the goal within a one-half body
length (20 cm) and zero velocity without the body contacting
the ground. Performance in the Step and Gap environments
is measured via the success rate over ten trials, as well as
average solve time and norm of the total control input (sum
of ground reaction forces) averaged over the successful trials.
For the Step and Gap environments, the robot is initialized to a
random position within one-half body length in the transverse
plane from a nominal position.

In each environment a fixed reference trajectory for the
body is provided from the global planner described in [17],
and the reference foot trajectories are chosen online before
each MPC iteration with a Raibert-like heuristic [49] and a
threshold on traversability, as described in [50]. We fix the
prediction horizon at two gait cycles (N c = Na = 24) with
a timestep of ∆t = 0.03 s and measure the relative solve
times as discussed in Sec. V-D, although future work could
implement an adaptive horizon approach to keep solve time
fixed.

Once the reference information has been obtained, we
construct the NLP with the appropriate complexity structure
and solve it with IPOPT [51]. We configure IPOPT to enable
warm start initialization and provide it the primal and dual
variables from the prior solve (appropriately shifted) for rapid
convergence. Once the problem is solved, the MPC control
output is then mapped from ground reaction forces to joint
torques via the Jacobian-transpose method, and the resulting
swing foot trajectories are tracked with PD control. See
[50] for more details on the implementation of the low-level
controller. All experiments were performed using Gazebo 9
with the ODE physics engine, and all processes were executed
on a machine running Ubuntu 18.04 with an Intel Core i7-
12700K CPU at 4.9 GHz and with 64 GB of RAM. The
Acceleration environment is simulated in real-time to measure
the effect of solve time on stability. The simulations were
slowed down by a factor of 2x for the Step environment and
5x for the Gap environment (with a maximum solve time of
4∆t = 0.12 s) since resolving the constraints in these tasks
are still computationally intensive.

A. Acceleration Environment

A series of snapshots of the Adaptive configuration per-
forming the Acceleration task are shown in Fig. 5. Since the
peak acceleration of the system occurs at the beginning and
end of the trajectory, rapidly converging on a feasible solution
to the OCP is essential. Crucially, performing this task does
not require exact knowledge of the joint constraints and thus
computational efficiency is key.

Results for each configuration are shown in Table I with
state trajectories of candidate trials in Fig. 6. The Simple
configuration exhibits the best performance with a 100%
increase in top speed over Complex and a 43% reduction
in completion time. Mixed performs next best at an 80%
increase in top speed and 37% reduction in completion time,



Fig. 5: The Acceleration environment requires the robot to rapidly move forwards 3 m and come to a rest. Snapshots are
equally distributed in time, with increasing opacity corresponding to progression forwards in time.
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Fig. 6: The position and velocity trajectories for the Ac-
celeration experiment show that the additional computation
required by the Complex configuration significantly reduces
its performance. Each curve corresponds to one trial at the
maximum feasible commanded acceleration.

TABLE I: Experimental data for the Acceleration environment

Config
% Horizon
Simplified

Completion
Time (s)

Max Velocity
(m/s)

Simple 100 2.0 3.0
Complex 0 3.5 1.5

Mixed 75 2.2 2.7
Adaptive 86 2.4 2.3

followed by Adaptive at a 50% increase in top speed and
31% reduction in completion time. These reflect the relative
complexity of each configuration – since the Complex sys-
tem must reason about extraneous constraints over the entire
horizon, it takes longer to solve the problem and is thus less
capable of stabilizing high-acceleration behaviors. The Simple
configuration conversely excels since it is solving a reduced
problem. The Mixed and Adaptive systems consist mostly of
simple finite elements and thus retain this benefit, although
the Adaptive configuration performance is slightly degraded
since more complex elements are added at the beginning of
the behavior during the period of high acceleration. These
results support Hypothesis 3 which states that the reducing
the model yields improved locomotion performance through
more efficient computation.

B. Step Environment

A series of snapshots of the Adaptive configuration navigat-
ing the Step environment are shown in the top row of Fig. 7a.
The key constraints which must be resolved are the joint limits

of the robot and the height of the toe, as the system must
ensure the toe clears the step while also ensuring the rear legs
can still reach the terrain for support.

Results from each MPC configuration are shown in Fig. 7
and quantitatively summarized in Table 7f. The state trajecto-
ries are shown in Fig. 7b. The Simple, Mixed, and Adaptive
configurations are able to complete the task and reach the goal,
while the Complex configuration fails due to excessive solve
times. However, the lack of constraint information in the Sim-
ple configuration and the myopia of the Mixed configuration
result in large control actions when crossing the step which
nearly destabilize the system. Meanwhile, the Complex and
Adaptive configurations are able to see the step sooner and
react by increasing the walking height and rotating the body
to more safely navigate the step (arrows in Fig. 7b), although
only the Adaptive framework does so while respecting solve
time constraints.

The computational effort of each configuration is shown
in Fig. 7c. Unsurprisingly the Simple configuration is con-
sistently the fastest since its model is the most sparse and it
is unaware of the nonlinear joint kinematic constraints, while
the Complex configuration consistently takes the longest, es-
pecially to find an initial solution and also once it sees the step.
Both the Mixed and Adaptive configurations have intermediate
nominal solve times, but differ when the step approaches.
The Adaptive configuration immediately takes much longer
to solve the problem as it needs to reason about this new
information, but once a valid solution is found it settles back to
its nominal solve time as more complex elements are converted
back to simple ones. Meanwhile the Mixed formulation only
increases in solve time when the step is within its shorter
window of complex elements, and planning the large control
forces required to navigate the step on such short notice causes
a large and sustained increase in solve time.

The degree of horizon simplification is shown in Fig. 7d.
While the fixed-complexity configurations remain uniform for
the entire task, the Adaptive configuration clearly leverages
additional complexity when encountering the step. However,
even in the worst case around half of the horizon remains
simplified, the effects of which are seen in the lower solve
times compared to the Complex configuration. These horizons
are visually shown in Fig. 7e, which shows the prediction
horizon at each time with complex and simple elements
distinguished by different colors. The Adaptive configuration
clearly changes around k = 2.5s as the step comes into view.
As elements in the terminal region require leaving the simple
manifold, adaptive complexity MPC fills in new elements
with additional complexity. When the terminal region returns



(a) The Step environment requires navigating kinematic constraints. Snapshots are shown of the trajectories under the Adaptive configuration. Non-steppable
regions are indicated with darker shading.

3 4 5 6

Time (s)

-0.6

-0.5

-0.4

-0.3

-0.2

-0.1

0

P
it
ch
(r
a
d
)

3 4 5 6

Time (s)

-0.3

-0.2

-0.1

0

0.1

0.2

Y
aw
(r
a
d
)

Simple
Complex
Mixed
Adaptive

(b) Step environment state trajectories. Complex (red) and Adaptive (green)
show changes to pitch and yaw (indicated by the arrows) before the Simple
(blue) and Mixed (gold) configurations.
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(c) Step environment solve times. The increase four seconds into the behavior
corresponds to navigating the step.
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(d) Step environment horizon simplification percentage. The Adaptive config-
uration is able to simplify the problem for most of the behavior, and quickly
recover these simplifications once the difficult behavior is resolved.
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(e) Step environment prediction horizons. Horizons at each time are indicated
by horizontal slices of finite elements (dots), where dot color indicates
model complexity. The vertical bands of increased complexity correspond
to instances where joints in the front and back legs approach singularities.

Config Success Rate
Mean Solve
Time (ms)

Slow Solve
Rate (%)

Mean
Control (N)

Simple 10/10 2.2 0.039 43

Complex 9/10 11 16 16

Mixed 7/10 4.3 3.9 22

Adaptive 10/10 4.3 2.6 17

(f) Experimental data for the Step environment.

Fig. 7: Data for Step environment. The Adaptive configuration is able to leverage admissible reductions for the majority of
the behavior while retaining the ability to react quickly to the kinematic constraints required to navigate the step.



to the simple manifold, the algorithm recognizes this and
allows simple elements back into the horizon. Together, these
results support Hypothesis 2 which states that reductions are
frequently admissible for candidate terrains, and Hypothesis 3
which states that capturing the complex dynamics and con-
straints expands the range of executable tasks.

C. Gap Environment

A series of snapshots of the Adaptive configuration navi-
gating the Gap environment are shown in Fig. 8a. Due to the
state-dependent actuator limits which reduces peak torque as
joint velocity increases, the system must accelerate early to
ensure enough velocity to land safely on the other side. Joint
kinematics also limit how far forward the legs can reach to
prepare for landing, so the system must be aware of these
constraints before takeoff to ensure sufficient controllability.

Results for each configuration in the Gap environment are
shown in Figs. 8 and quantitatively summarized in Table 8f.
Only the Adaptive configuration has both the efficiency and
model fidelity required to solve this task reliably. The Complex
configuration fails in the majority of the trials due to its
excessive computational effort, while the Simple and Mixed
configurations never succeed because they lack the requisite
constraint knowledge and thus do not leap far enough. Like
in the Step environment, the configurations which are able to
recognize constraints near the end of the horizon (Adaptive and
Complex) do so immediately by lowering towards the ground
to obtain a longer leaping stroke and accelerating forwards to
ensure enough velocity to reach the other side of the gap, as
shown in Fig. 8b.

The solve times for the Gap environment shown in Fig. 8c
demonstrate similar trends as during the Step environment.
Both Simple and Mixed formulations maintain their perfor-
mance until they fail to cross the gap, which quickly causes
failed solves. Both Complex and Adaptive configurations have
periods of longer solves to plan the leaping and landing phase,
but the Adaptive formation is able to recover faster solve times
sooner due to its ability to convert complex element to simple
ones near the end of the leap. This is further supported by the
data in Table 8f which shows a threefold reduction in Adaptive
solve times exceeding one timestep compared to the Complex
configuration. The mechanism for this reduction is further
illustrated in the simplification percentages shown in Fig. 8d
and the prediction horizons shown in Fig. 8e. Even in the
worst-case portion of the behavior, the Adaptive configuration
retains 25% simplification of the horizon, and once more
feasible elements begin entering the horizon the Adaptive
configuration can take advantage of the reduced complexity
to improve solve times. These results support Hypotheses 2
and 3.

VIII. CONCLUSION

This work presents a formulation of adaptive complexity
MPC which actively identifies regions where dynamics and
constraints can be simplified without compromising the feasi-
bility or stability of the original system. Analysis of the pro-
posed approach demonstrates that under key conditions these

simplifications do not compromise the stability properties of
the original system, and can enable new behaviors by acting
quickly to perform agile motions or looking further into the fu-
ture to execute behaviors. These advantages are demonstrated
on a simulated quadrupedal robot performing agile behaviors
with challenging environmental constraints, and in particular
expanding the leaping capability through receding horizon
execution with knowledge of joint constraints.

While the MPC formulation presented here was primarily
evaluated in locomotion applications, future work could in-
vestigate its applicability to other domains that employ hierar-
chical structures, such as manipulation. For example, often in
manipulation settings the internal joints of the manipulator are
neglected and planning is primarily conducted in the space of
object motions and forces. Adaptive complexity MPC would
enable an efficient handling of manipulator kinematics only
when necessary so that the system can respect these constraints
while largely retaining the benefits of improved efficiency,
including faster reactions to unexpected object motion or
longer planning horizons.

A primary limitation of adaptive complexity MPC is its
reliance on the formulation of the additional constraints and
dynamics of the complex system. Introducing additional nu-
merical complexity such as non-convexity can make solving
the OCP more susceptible to local minima or poor convergence
rates, which are then transferred to the adaptive configuration.
This is most notable in the Step environment, in which
the Simple configuration demonstrated remarkable ability to
complete the task without constraint knowledge due to its nu-
merical robustness. Ongoing work into well-conditioned OCP
formulations or methods which identify which constraints are
most necessary would benefit the approaches discussed here.

Another current drawback of adaptive complexity is robust-
ness to unexpected errors in the simplicity set caused by model
mismatch or disturbances. In particular, introducing additional
complexity in the interior of the horizon can degrade the
initialization of the OCP – this could be alleviated by recent
approaches which warm-start the OCP with experiential data
[52], or possibly avoided by applying robust MPC techniques
[53]. In addition, many hierarchical systems leverage reduced-
order models to generate reference trajectories entirely in the
simple system, making infeasible references highly relevant.
Investigations into adapting model complexity to handle infea-
sible references such as [54] would be crucial to expand this
work to a broader class of systems.

APPENDIX

A. Proofs Required for Adaptive Complexity MPC Stability

The proof of Proposition 4 shows recursive feasibility by
finding a feasible solution to the adaptive OCP at the successor
state.

Proof (Proposition 4). Since xck ∈ XNa , there exists a solu-
tion u∗a(xck) to Pa

N (xck). Because u∗a(xck) is a solution of
(12), by Proposition 3 the corresponding predicted terminal
state x̂ ∈ X c

t . Let the successor control sequence ũa(xck) be
defined by (24). We claim this sequence is feasible for the
OCP Pa

N (xck+1) solved at successor state xck+1 := f cha(xc).



(a) The Gap environment requires navigating both kinematic and dynamic constraints. Snapshots are shown of the trajectories under the Adaptive configuration.
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(b) Gap environment state trajectories. Complex (red) and Adaptive (green)
show changes to horizontal velocity and vertical position (indicated by the
arrows) before the Simple (blue) and Mixed (gold) configurations.
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(c) Gap environment solve times. The increase four seconds into the behavior
corresponds to navigating the gap. The sustained increases for the Simple and
Mixed configurations correspond to failed solves after unsuccessful landing.
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(d) Gap environment horizon simplification percentage. Similarly to the
Step environment, the Adaptive configuration is able to simplify most of
the horizon, with the most complexity occurring when both takeoff and
touchdown are within the horizon.
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Config Success Rate
Mean Solve
Time (ms)

Slow Solve
Rate (%)

Mean
Control (N)

Simple 0/10 – – –

Complex 9/10 13 13 33

Mixed 0/10 – – –

Adaptive 10/10 7.5 4.3 31

(f) Experimental data for the Gap environment.

Fig. 8: Data for Gap environment. The Adaptive and Complex configurations are able to reason about constraints at the end
of the horizon, allowing them to alter the leap to increase forward velocity and successfully land.



Firstly, the controls u∗l1 , . . . , u
∗l
Na−1 which are elements

of u∗l(xck) which was a solution to (12), all lie in Zc by
Proposition 2. It follows from Assumption 2 (since x̂ ∈ X c

t )
that ut(x̂) ∈ Zc, and thus every element of ũl(xc) satisfies
the control constraint of (12).

Next we consider the state constraint. By Proposition 1
the state sequence resulting from initial state xck and control
sequence ũl(xck) is x̃c := [x̃c0, x̃

c
1, . . . , x̃

c
Na ] where,

x̃cj = x∗lj+1, j = 0, . . . , Na − 1 (42)

x̃cNa = f cut
(x̂) (43)

and x̃c0 = x∗l1 = f c(xc, u∗lxc(0)) = f cha(xc). By Proposition 2,
the states x∗l1 , . . . , x̂ satisfy the state constraint. Since x̂ ∈ X c

t ,
Assumption 2 implies that f cut

(x̂) ∈ X c
t ⊂ XNc , so that every

element of the state sequence x̃c = [x̃c0, x̃
c
1, . . . , x̃

c
Na ] satisfies

the state constraint, and the new terminal state x̃cNa = f cut
(x̂)

satisfies the stability constraint. Hence ũl(xc) is feasible for
Pa
N (f cha(xck)) and f cha(xck) ∈ XNa .

The proof of Proposition 5 shows that the OCP cost function
decreases along the closed loop system by leveraging shared
terms in the solutions along with the observation that the cost
of a state in the simple system is equal to the cost of that state
lifted into the complex system.

Proof (Proposition 5). The sequence pairs (u∗a(xck), ũa(xck))
and (x∗a, x̃a) have common elements and thus the cost
sequence can be simplified,

V ∗aNa(f cha(xck))−V ∗aNa(xck)

≤V a
Na(xck+1, ũ

a(xc))− V a
Na(xc,u∗a(xc))

=
(
Lc(x̂, ut(x̂)) + Vt(fut(x̂))

)
−
(
Lc(xc, ha(xc)) + Vt(x̂)

)
+
(
Lc(xck+1, u

∗a
1 )− La(xck+1, u

∗a
1 )
)

=− Lc(xc, ha(xc)) + Lc(x̂, ut(x̂))

+ Vt(fut
(x̂))− Vt(x̂) (44)

where the property Lc(xck+1, u
∗a
1 )−La(xck+1, u

∗a
1 ) = 0 comes

from the definition of the adaptive cost in (13) and the
observation that ψ† maps to the origin for variables in the
null space of ψ. Since x̂ ∈ X c

t , Assumption 2 implies,

Vt(fuc
(x̂))− Vt(x̂) ≤ −Lc(x̂, ut(x̂)) (45)

Hence (26) is satisfied for every xck ∈ XNa .

The proof of Theorem 6 follows from the prior propositions:

Proof (Theorem 6). The inequalities in (27a) follow from the
structure of the value function defined in Assumption 2. The
descent inequality in (27b) is given by the structure of the
value function along with Proposition 5. Asymptotic stability
of the origin with region of attraction XNa follows from
standard Lyapunov theory [45, Appendix B].

B. Proof of admissibility conditions for legged system

Proof (Lemma 9). The conditions under which the legged
system described in Section VI can be admissibly simplified
rely on the feasibility of the reference trajectory. Lemma 9
states that an index within a lifted trajectory of the legged
system can be admissibly reduced if the lifted components
of the state-control pair qfoot, q̇foot, and ufoot all lie on the
trajectory and satisfy the constraints in (35). We proceed by
each condition for admissibility defined in (16), noting that
(16a) is trivially satisfied by the assumptions of the lemma.

The condition in (16b) requires that constraints would be
satisfied if the system were reduced, i.e. ψ† ◦ψ(zli) ∈ Zc. By
the conditions given on the values of zli in the null space of
ψ and the definition of ψ†, it follows that ψ† ◦ ψ(zli) = zli.
Since zli ∈ Zc, it follows that ψ† ◦ ψ(zli) ∈ Zc.

The condition in (16c) requires that the complex system is
exactly anchored by the simple system at that index in the
trajectory, i.e. ψ†x ◦ fs ◦ ψ(zli) = f c(zli). We show this by
directly applying the dynamics and mappings in Section VI,
dropping the index i for simplicity,

ψ†x ◦ fs ◦ ψ(zl) = ψ†x ◦


q̇lin

R(qang)ω
1
m

∑n
j ubody,j − g

W (qlin, q̄foot, ω, ubody)



=


q̇lin

R(qang)ω
˙̄qfoot

1
m

∑n
j ubody,j − g

W (qlin, q̄foot, ω, ubody)
ūfoot


= f c(zl)

Lastly, the condition in (16d) requires that the dynamics at
the prior state lead to the manifold, i.e. ψ†x ◦ ψ ◦ f c(zli−1) =
f c(zli−1). Since the trajectory zl is valid for the system in (32),
xli = f c(zli−1). Additionally, since ψ† ◦ψ(zli) = zli, it follows
that ψ†x ◦ψ(zli) = xli. Thus ψ†x ◦ψ ◦ f c(zli−1) = f c(zli−1).
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