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Abstract: In this article, a novel adaptive controller is designed for Euler-Lagrangian systems under
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stability is verified using the Lyapunov method, while the overall efficacy of the proposed scheme is
verified using a simulated robotic arm compared to the state of the art.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Euler-Lagrangian (EL) models of system dynamics represent
a plethora of real-world electro-mechanical systems, ranging
from simple engineering applications to cutting-edge engineer-
ing fields, such as space technology and robotics (cf. Spong
et al. (2008)). Additionally, they pose exciting challenges to
control theory owing to practical issues, such as modeling
uncertainties, external disturbances, etc., and therefore, over
the years, various robust and adaptive control techniques (cf.
Utkin and Poznyak (2013); Lu et al. (2017); Zhou et al.
(2019); Sankaranarayanan et al. (2020); Berberich et al. (2022);
Laghrouche et al. (2021)) have been explored to address the
problems of modeling uncertainties and external disturbances.

On the other hand, safety is a crucial aspect in various appli-
cations, such as aerial and surgical robotics, space engineer-
ing, and robot-human interactions, where breaching a certain
level of control accuracy may cause severe damage to both the
robot and the environment. Safety is usually ensured by im-
posing state constraints. A few popular model-based methods
in this direction are the model predictive control (Mayne et al.
(2006)), the zeroing Lyapunov functions (Ames et al. (2016)),
and the invariant set applications (Blanchini (1999)). However,
the high computational burden and the dependency on a priori
knowledge of the system model limited applications of these
controllers for complex systems with significant modeling un-
certainty.

Subsequently, a low complexity method based on Barrier Lya-
punov Function (BLF) was conceptualized to handle state and
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output constraints (Tee et al. (2009)). While initial works on
BLF-based controllers relied on precise knowledge of the sys-
tem model, recent works reported various controllers (cf. Gan-
guly et al. (2021); Xu et al. (2021); Cruz-Ortiz et al. (2022)) and
adaptive (cf. Liu and Tong (2017); Shao et al. (2021); Pang et al.
(2019); Yang et al. (2020); Smaeilzadeh and Golestani (2018);
Obeid et al. (2018); Laghrouche et al. (2021)) to overcome
limited knowledge on system model and disturbances.

Nevertheless, the aforementioned BLF-based controllers only
consider fixed-value constraints. This fact limits the opera-
tional range of the controllers by restricting the initial con-
dition within a narrow range, which is undesirable in many
practical applications (cf. the discussions later in Remark 2).
Therefore, BLF-based control techniques have adopted time-
varying constraint functions (cf. Liu et al. (2020); Wang et al.
(2021); Li (2021); Ding et al. (2021); Liu et al. (2019); Fuentes-
Aguilar and Chairez (2020); Sachan and Padhi (2020); Sankara-
narayanan et al. (2022a,b)). However, these works either re-
quire precise system model knowledge (cf. Liu et al. (2020);
Wang et al. (2021); Li (2021); Ding et al. (2021); Sankara-
narayanan et al. (2022a,b)) or can only tackle a priori bounded
uncertainty (cf. Liu et al. (2019); Fuentes-Aguilar and Chairez
(2020); Sachan and Padhi (2020)). Crucially, for EL systems,
uncertainty functions are inherently state-dependent, i.e., they
cannot be considered to be bounded a priori to the stability
analysis: in fact, it has been shown in (Roy et al. (2020)) that
adaptive control laws developed considering a priori bounded
uncertainty can even lead to instability.

In view of the above discussions and to the best of the authors’
knowledge, an adaptive control solution for EL systems, under
time-varying state constraints without a priori bounded uncer-
tainty, is still missing in the literature. In this direction, this
research brings out the following contributions:

• The proposed adaptive BLF-based controller can negoti-
ate time-varying state constraints.
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• The proposed adaptive law can handle unknown state-
dependent uncertainties and hence, suitable for EL sys-
tems.

The closed-loop system stability is studied analytically. Fur-
ther, improved performance of the proposed controller is noted
compared to state-of-the-art in a simulated environment using a
pick-and-place robot.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. Section 2 in-
troduces the EL system dynamics; Section 3 establishes the
design of the proposed controller, and Section 4 describes the
proposed adaptive controller and its closed-loop stability anal-
ysis, respectively; Section 5 presents the simulated results and
the related discussions, while Section 6 provides concluding
remarks.

Notations: The notation I denoted the identity matrix of ap-
propriate dimensions; ||a||,λmin(a) denote Euclidean norm and
minimum eigenvalue of the vector a, respectively and a diago-
nal matrix with a,b, ...,n as its diagonal elements is denoted by,
diag{a,b, ...,n}.

2. SYSTEM DYNAMICS AND PROBLEM
FORMULATION

Consider the following standard EL systems dynamics (Spong
et al. (2008)):

M(q(t))q̈(t)+C(q(t), q̇(t))q̇(t)+
G(q(t))+F(q̇(t))+d(t) = τττ(t), (1)

where q, q̇ ∈ Rn are the system states; M(q) ∈ Rn×n is
the mass/inertia matrix; C(q, q̇) ∈ Rn×n denotes the Corio-
lis/centripetal terms; G(q) ∈ Rn denotes the gravity vector;
F(q̇) ∈Rn represents the vector of damping and friction forces;
d(t) ∈ Rn denotes bounded external disturbance and τττ ∈ Rn is
the generalized control input.

The EL-dynamics (1) presents the following system properties
(cf. Spong et al. (2008)), which are useful for control design
and analysis:
Property 1. M(q) is uniformly positive definite ∀q, and there
exists scalars m,m ∈ R+ such that,

0 < mI ≤ M(q)≤ mI.
Property 2. There exists scalars c,g, f ,d ∈ R+, such that
||C(q, q̇)|| ≤ c||q̇||, ||G(q)|| ≤ g, ||F(q̇)|| ≤ f ||q̇|| and ||d(t)|| ≤
d, ∀q, q̇, ∀t ≥ 0.
Property 3. The matrix (Ṁ(q)− 2C(q, q̇)) is skew symmet-
ric, i.e., for any non-zero vector y, we have yT (Ṁ(q) −
2C(q, q̇))y = 0.
Assumption 1. (Knowledge of the system dynamics). The knowl-
edge of dynamic terms M, C, G, F, d and of their bounds (cf.
Properties 1-2) is unavailable for the control design.
Remark 1. Assumption 1 implies that the control objective
(outlined subsequently) is to achieved without any a priori
knowledge of the dynamics terms and the disturbances.

Further, let us define the following standard assumption on the
desired trajectory (cf. Tee and Ge (2009)).
Assumption 2. The desired trajectory qd(t) is designed to be
smooth and bounded.

The objective to track a desired trajectory by keeping the states
within some designated constraints can be equivalently posed

as the control objective to keep tracking errors within some
designated bounds. Accordingly, let us define tracking error
e(t)≜ q(t)−qd(t) = {e1(t),e2(t), · · · ,en(t)} and time-varying
error constraints b(t) given by

b(t) = [b1(t),b2(t), · · · ,bn(t)], (2a)
bi(t) = (ρ0i −ρssi)exp(−ωit)+ρssi, ρ0i > ei(0), (2b)

where the user-defined scalars ρ0i,ρssi denote the initial and
final values of the constraint bi, i ∈ {1,2, ..,n} respectively,
such that ρ0i ≥ ρssi; ωi are design scalars orchestrating the rate
of convergence of the constraints, which is useful to tune the
transients.
Remark 2. Compared to a conventional (adaptive) control strat-
egy, BLF-based design can contain the tracking error within
predefined bounds. Hence, a time-varying bound, whose initial
value is larger than the initial error and exponentially converges
to a smaller steady-state value (as in (2)), is well-suited for
practical applications. Further, the parameter ωi allows the user
to design the convergence rate based on the mechanical con-
straints.

The control problem is defined as follows:

Control Problem: Design an adaptive controller for the EL
system (1) under the Properties 1 - 3 and Assumptions 1-2
that ensures tracking error remains within a predefined accuracy
without any a priori knowledge of the system dynamics and the
bounds of the uncertainties (cf. Remark 1).

3. PROPOSED CONTROL SOLUTION

Let us define an error variable
s = ė+ΦΦΦψψψ (3)

where ΦΦΦ is a user-defined positive definite matrix and
ψψψ = ζζζ e, (4a)

ζζζ = diag
{

1
b2

1 − e2
1
,

1
b2

2 − e2
2
, ...,

1
b2

n − e2
n

}
. (4b)

The time derivative of (3) yields

ṡ = q̈− q̈d +ΦΦΦζζζ ė+ΦΦΦζ̇ζζ e (5)
where

ζ̇ζζ = diag
{

ζ̇1, ζ̇2, ..., ζ̇n

}
,

ζ̇i =−2biḃi −2eiėi

(b2
i − e2

i )
2 ,

ḃi =−ωi(ρ0i −ρssi)exp(−ωit).

The term ζ̇ζζ in (5) can be rewritten as

ζ̇ζζ = ζζζ
2
(r1 + r2) (6)

r1 =−2diag
{

b1ḃ1, ...,bnḃn
}
,

r2 = 2diag{e1ė1, ...,enėn} . (7)
Multiplying both sides of (5) by M, and substituting (1), (6)
lead to

Mṡ = M
(

q̈− q̈d +ΦΦΦ

(
ζζζ ė+ζζζ

2
(r1 + r2)e

))
= τττ −Cs+ϕϕϕ, (8)

where ϕϕϕ =−(Cq̇+G+F+d+Mq̈d)+C(ė+ΦΦΦψψψ)

+MΦΦΦ

(
ζζζ ė+ζζζ

2
(r1 + r2)e

)
(9)



is the overall uncertainty in the system. Using the relationship
(9) and Properties 1-2, ϕϕϕ can be upper bounded as

||ϕϕϕ|| ≤(c||q̇d ||+ f ||q̇d ||+g+d +m||q̈d ||)︸ ︷︷ ︸
K0

(1)︸︷︷︸
χ0

+ f︸︷︷︸
K1

||ξξξ ||︸︷︷︸
χ1

+(m+ c)||ΦΦΦ||︸ ︷︷ ︸
K2

||ζζζ ||||ξξξ ||︸ ︷︷ ︸
χ2

+2m||r1||︸ ︷︷ ︸
K3

||ζζζ ||2||ξξξ ||︸ ︷︷ ︸
χ3

+ 2m︸︷︷︸
K4

||ζζζ ||2||ξξξ ||3︸ ︷︷ ︸
χ4

≤
4

∑
j=0

K jχ j, (10)

where K j are unknown scalars.
Remark 3. Note that the upper bound of the uncertainty func-
tion ϕϕϕ has an explicit dependency on the states via χ j and
hence, cannot be assumed to be bounded by a constant a priori
to the stability analysis.

The control law is proposed as

τττ =−ΛΛΛs−
4

∑
j=0

K̂ jχ j(s/||s||), (11)

where ΛΛΛ is a user-defined positive definite gain and K̂ j are the
estimates of K j evaluated by the following adaptive laws

˙̂K j = ||s||χ j −η jK̂ j, (12)
with η j being user-defined positive design scalars.

4. CLOSED-LOOP STABILITY ANALYSIS

Theorem 1. Under Properties 1 - 3, Assumptions 1-2, and using
the control law (11) and the adaptive law (12), the trajectory
of the closed-loop system (8) remains Uniformly Ultimately
Bounded (UUB), and the error trajectories e, ė remain within
the bounds defined in (2) for all t ≥ 0.

Proof: The solutions for the adaptive gains (12) can be derived
to be

K̂ j =exp(−η jt)K̂ j(0)︸ ︷︷ ︸
≥0

+
∫ t

0
exp(−η j(t −ϑ))(||s||χ j)dϑ︸ ︷︷ ︸

≥0

=⇒ K̂ j ≥0, j ∈ {0,1, ...,4}, ∀t ≥ 0. (13)

The closed-loop stability of the system is analyzed using the
following Lyapunov-like function,

V =
1
2

sT Ms+
1
2

4

∑
j=0

(
K̂ j −K j

)2
. (14)

Using the dynamics defined in (1), the control law (3)-(11), the
time derivative of V can be expressed as

V̇ =sT Mṡ+
1
2

sT Ṁs+
4

∑
j=0

˙̂K j
(
K̂ j −K j

)
(15)

=sT

(
−ΛΛΛs−

4

∑
j=0

K̂ jχ j(s/||s||)−Cs+ϕϕϕ

)

+
1
2

sT Ṁs+
4

∑
j=0

˙̂K j
(
K̂ j −K j

)
. (16)

From Properties 1, 3 and further simplification of (16), we can
upper bound V̇ as

V̇ ≤−λmin(ΛΛΛ)||s||2 −
4

∑
j=0

{
(||s||χ j − ˙̂K j)(K̂ j −K j)

}
. (17)

From the adaptive law (12), we can simplify (17) as

V̇ ≤−λmin(ΛΛΛ)||s||2 −
4

∑
j=0

η jK̂ j(K̂ j −K j),

≤−λmin(ΛΛΛ)||s||2 −
4

∑
j=0

(η jK̂2
j −η jK̂ jK j),

≤−λmin(ΛΛΛ)||s||2 −
4

∑
j=0

η j

2

((
K̂ j −K j

)2 −K2
j

)
. (18)

From 14, we have

V ≤ m̄
2
||s||2 +

4

∑
j=0

1
2
(K̂ j −K j)

2. (19)

Using (19), and defining a scalar κ , such that 0 < κ <ϱ, V̇ from
(18) can be simplified as

V̇ ≤− ϱV +
4

∑
j=0

η j

2
K2

j , (20)

=− ϱV − (ϱ−κ)V +
4

∑
j=0

η j

2
K2

j , (21)

where ϱ≜
min{λmin(ΛΛΛ),η j}

max{m̄/2,1/2} . Defining a scalar, B̄ ≜
∑

4
j=0 η jK2

j
2(ϱ−κ) , it

can be seen that V̇ <−κV (t) when V > B̄, so that
V ≤max{V (0),B̄}, ∀t > 0 (22)

implying that the closed-loop system is UUB (cf. Khalil (2002)
for definition) implying that s and K j remain bounded. This
implies that the tracking error trajectories ei and their time-
derivatives ėi with i = {x,y,θ} do not violate the state con-
straints bi and bdi respectively for all t ≥ 0.
Remark 4. (Continuity in control law). In practice, to avoid con-
trol chatter, the term s/||s|| can be replaced by the saturation
function (cf. Roy and Baldi (2020)). This does not change
the overall UUB result, albeit minor changes in the stability
analysis.

5. SIMULATION RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

5.1 Simulation Scenario

The performance of the proposed controller is verified in the
MATLAB-SIMULINK environment using a 2-link robotic ma-
nipulator, which conducts a pick-and-place operation by trans-
ferring payloads from one conveyor to another. The robot loads
the payload from region A and carries it through region B to
unload it in region C (cf. Fig. 2).

Further, Fig. 1 shows a schematic of the manipulator’s links and
coordinate frame, where the lengths of the links are denoted by
l1, l2, and the joint angles are given by θ1,θ2. The dynamics of
the manipulator follows (1) with

M =

[
m11 m12
m21 m22

]
, C =

[
c211θ̇2 c121θ̇1 + c221θ̇2
c112θ̇1 0

]
,

G =

[
G1
G2

]
, F =

[
γ1
γ2

]
q̇, d =

[
d1
d2

]
,

where



Fig. 1. A schematic of the manipulator with its coordinate
frame.

m11 = m1r2
1 +m2

(
l2
1 + r2

1 +2l1r1 cos(θ2)
)
+ I1 + I2,

m12 = m2
(
l1r2 cos(θ2)+ r2

2
)
+ I2,

m21 = m21, m22 = m2r2
2 + I2,

c112 = c121 = c211 = c221 =−m2l1r2 sin(θ2),

G1 = m1gcos(θ1)+m2g(l1 cos(θ1)+ r2 cos(θ1 +θ2)) ,

G2 = m2gr2 cos(θ1 +θ2),

I1 = m1
(
3r2 + l2

1
)
, I2 = m2

(
3r2 + l2

2
)
,

d1 = 2sin(0.1t), d2 = 2cos(0.1t)

where γ1 = γ2 = 0.1 are the coefficients of frictions for the
joints, r = 0.05m is the radius of the links (considering the
links to be regular cylinders); l1 = l2 = 1m, r1 = l1/2,r2 = l2/2
are the positions of the center of masses of the two links along
their lengths; m1 = m2 = 1kg are the masses of the links, and
g = 9.81m/s2 is the acceleration due to gravity. The bounds
are set to be ρ01 = 1200, ρ02 = 1850 ρss1 = ρss2 = 30 , ω1 =
ω2 = 0.1,ΦΦΦ = diag{1.2,1.2}, K̂ j(0) = 0.1∀ j ∈ {0,1, ...,4}, and
ΛΛΛ = diag{4,4}.

The sequence of operation is explained below (cf. Fig. 2):

(1) From its initial position, the unloaded manipulator is set
to the starting orientation by commanding an initial orien-
tation of θ1(0) = 900, θ2(0) =−1800.

(2) From this orientation, the end effector is moved to region
A by providing desired angles of θ1d = 450,θ2d =−1350.
The first payload (mass= 0.5kg) from conveyor 1 is at-
tached to the arm at this position (t = 30s).

(3) The payload is moved to region B to avoid collision while
moving to conveyor 2. The desired angles are set to be
θ1d = 900,θ2d =−900.

(4) The end effector is moved to region C, where is unloads
the payload on conveyor 2 with desired angles θ1d =
450,θ2d =−1350.

(5) Then the unloaded arm is moved to reach region B before
moving to region A for collecting the next payload.

(6) The process is repeated with payloads of masses 1kg,
1.5kg at t = 70s and t = 110s, respectively.

To properly judge the effectiveness, the performance of the
proposed controller is compared with Adaptive Sliding Mode
Controller (ASMC) as in (Shao et al. (2021)) and with adaptive
time-varying BLF (ABLF) controller as in (Liu et al. (2020)).

5.2 Results

The performances of the various controllers are demonstrated
via Figs. 3-6. The violation of error constraints (or bounds) is
quite evident from the error plots for ASMC as it is not designed
to handle state constraints. On the other hand, ABLF closely
tracks the desired trajectory within the state constraints till the
first payload is added; however, from t ≥ 70s, when payloads
of higher masses are added, undesirable high frequency os-
cillations can be observed (cf. Fig. 4). This happens because
the change in mass due to payload causes state-dependent un-
certainty via the dynamics terms Mq̈ and Cq̇. ABLF is not
designed to tackle such uncertainty, and hence, when error
increases toward the boundary value of constraints, high fre-
quency instability occurs. Note that, such oscillations did not
arise during the addition of the first payload of lesser weight.
This shows that stability under ABLF depends on the amount
of uncertainty induced, and in case of unknown uncertainty,
stability cannot be guaranteed. A similar trend is observed in
Fig. 5.

Whereas the proposed controller maintains the error within the
bounds during the addition and removal of all three payloads
(cf. the magnified snippets, in which the ABLF error is re-
moved). The root-mean-squared (RMS) values and peak values
of the errors are tabulated in Table. 1. For a fair comparison, the
peak values are calculated using the error values after t = 20s
(when all the error trajectories approach zero for the first time).
Further, for the ABLF controller, the values from t = 20−69s
(just before the second payload is added) are used for com-
puting the metrics. The tabulated data shows the remarkable
quality of the proposed controller in disturbance rejection and
adaptation to changes in dynamics compared to ASMC and
ABLF.

Table 1. Performance comparison of the con-
trollers

RMS error (deg) RMS velocity error (deg/s)
θ1 θ2 θ̇1 θ̇2

ABLF 2.296 1.458 0.463 0.363
ASMC 19.450 9.316 2.217 2.172

proposed 0.182 0.114 0.093 0.070
% Improvement 92.07 92.18 79.91 80.72

Peak error (deg) Peak velocity error (deg/s)
θ1 θ2 θ̇1 θ̇2

ABLF 2.677 1.792 5.783 3.970
ASMC 36.279 19.313 11.166 7.422

proposed 0.445 0.285 2.884 2.123

6. CONCLUSIONS

An adaptive controller ensuring state constraints is designed
without the knowledge of both the system dynamics and the
upper bound of the uncertainties. The incorporated state con-
straints are time-varying, which removes the dependence of
the steady-state constraints on the initial conditions of the state
errors. The adaptive gains are designed to overcome unknown
state-dependent uncertainties in the system. The closed-loop



Fig. 2. The sequence of operation of the manipulator. (1) From any initial point, the manipulator settles at the initial position.
(2) From the initial position, the end-effector is moved to region A, where it picks the payloads from conveyor 1. (3) To
avoid collision, the end-effector is moved to an intermediate location in region B. (4) The end-effector is moved to region C,
where it can drop the payloads in converyor 2. (5) The manipulator returns after dropping the payload via region B. (6) The
end-effector picks up a new payload.

Fig. 3. Trajectory of the angles θ1,θ2 obtained by different
controllers along with the desired trajectory.

Fig. 4. Errors in angles θ1,θ2. The proposed controller ensures
that the errors stay within bounds.

stability is analyzed analytically. The proposed controller’s per-
formance is verified and compared to a conventional adaptive
controller and a BLF-based adaptive controller, using a 2D-
robotic manipulator, performing a pick-and-place operation in
a Simulink environment.
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