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Abstract

We develop a method for offline parameter estimation of discrete multibody
dynamics with regularized and frictional kinematic constraints. This setting
leads to unobserved degrees of freedom, which we handle using joint state
and parameter estimation. Our method finds the states and parameters as
the solution to a nonlinear least squares optimization problem based on the
inverse dynamics and the observation error. The solution is found using a
Levenberg–Marquardt algorithm with derivatives from automatic differenti-
ation and custom differentiation rules for the complementary conditions that
appear due to dry frictional constraints.

We reduce the number of method parameters to the choice of the time-
step, regularization coefficients, and a parameter that controls the rela-
tive weighting of inverse dynamics and observation errors. We evaluate the
method using synthetic and real measured data, focusing on performance
and sensitivity to method parameters. In particular, we optimize over a 13-
dimensional parameter space, including inertial, frictional, tilt, and motor
parameters, using data from a real Furuta pendulum. Results show fast con-
vergence, in the order of seconds, and good agreement for different time-series
of recorded data over multiple method parameter choices. However, very stiff
constraints may cause difficulties in solving the optimization problem. We
conclude that our method can be very fast and has method parameters that
are robust and easy to set in the tested scenarios.
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1. Introduction

Simulators are an important tool for the design and control of robots, ve-
hicles, and other cyber-physical systems. Often, the simulators are required
to run in real-time or faster to support hardware-in-the-loop, operator train-
ing, model-based control, or reinforcement learning. To maximize the com-
putational speed, these simulators are based on coarse-grained models that
resolve the dynamics on the time scale at which the controllers operate, but
not finer. This usually amounts to using multibody system dynamics with
joints and contacts represented as kinematic constraints and complementar-
ity conditions [1, 25] integrated at fixed time-step around 10-1000Hz. For
numerically robust incorporation of kinematic loops and frictional contacts,
it is customary to explicitly represent all six degrees of freedom per rigid body
(maximal coordinates), and solve for regularized constraint forces using La-
grange multipliers [12]. A common hurdle to using simulations is that they
often involve parameters that are not derivable from first-principle models or
identifiable by direct measurements. Instead, these parameters must be de-
termined from observations of the full-system dynamics [13]. If task-relevant
parameters are not accurately determined, the result of simulations will not
transfer to the real world. This so-called reality-gap is a major obstacle to
using simulation to control robots, directly or using AI-models pre-trained
on simulated data [9].

In parameter identification, we seek model parameters that minimize the
discrepancy between the model and observation data from the real system,
resulting in methods that are often divided into two groups: The equation
error method and the simulation error method [13]. In the simulation error
method, we compare real and simulated time-series of observables. This ap-
proach typically results in good global behavior at the expense of a highly
non-convex optimization landscape. Without some stabilizing mechanism,
such as closed-loop control, a satisfactory solution might not exist. In the
equation error method, we compare local predictions using the dynamic equa-
tions. In discrete mechanics, we can predict the next state (forward dynam-
ics) or predict the force required to follow a prescribed state transition (in-
verse dynamics). The advantage is a more tractable optimization problem at
the expense of demanding full observability—the property that observables
map directly to the state variables in the equations.

In regularized time-discrete multibody dynamics, we allow deviations
from the otherwise ideal kinematic constraints to gain numerical robustness.
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There are two reasons for constraint deviations: Local linearization of the
constraint equations and regularization, which may be associated with ac-
tual physical properties. These deviations pose a problem for observability–
constrained degrees of freedom are typically not measured. Furthermore,
even if the constrained degrees of freedom are measured, the deviations may
be a result of numerical artifacts that do not correspond to the physical de-
viation. Since the simulation error method works for partially observable
systems, it remains the standard choice. However, problems may arise if
we put constraints on optimization time or if the dynamics is unstable. In
such cases, using the equation error method would be desirable. To ad-
dress the observability problem, we need to estimate the states alongside
the parameters. State estimation of multibody dynamics has been inves-
tigated extensively [17, 21, 23] and combined estimation to a lesser extent
[17, 5]. However, existing approaches consider online estimation, meaning
time-varying parameters. This is not a suitable fit for offline estimation—we
do not want the parameters to compensate for model errors locally.

In this work, we develop an offline joint state and parameter estima-
tion method for regularized time-discrete multibody dynamics with frictional
joints. We find the states and the parameters by solving a nonlinear least
squares optimization problem based on the inverse dynamics and observation
error. We study and evaluate the computational efficiency and sensitivity of
the method in examples with both synthetic and real measured data. In par-
ticular, we record measurements using a real Furuta pendulum experimental
setup. To compute derivatives, we use our own differentiable simulator with
custom differentiation rules for the complementarity conditions that appear
when dry friction is included. The simulator is implemented using the Python
library Jax [7].

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 presents the
relevant background regarding regularized time-discrete multibody dynam-
ics. Section 3 covers our combined parameter and state estimation method.
In Section 4, we present the experimental and numerical studies, including
results. We summarize our findings, draw conclusions, and outline future
research directions in Section 5.

2. Time-discrete multibody dynamics

This section covers multibody dynamics with kinematic constraints and
frictional contacts. We present a time-stepper based on a maximal coor-
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dinate description and regularized constraints to allow numerically robust
incorporation of kinematic loops and frictional contacts. We then describe
our constraint solver and how we use time-discrete multibody dynamics in
optimization.

2.1. Representation
We are concerned with systems well-approximated by rigid bodies inter-

acting with joints and contacts. The position of all points in a rigid body can
be determined from its shape, the position of a reference point r ∈ R3, and
an orientation, which we choose to represent by a unit quaternion e ∈ H0

from the body frame to the global inertial frame. We prefer writing H0 over
R4 to emphasize the additional structure and allow quaternion multiplica-
tion, which we denote with ⋆. We write the configuration of a rigid body A
as the tuple

qA = (rA, eA) ∈ R3 ×H0, (2.1)

where rA points to A’s center of mass. The generalized velocity of A is given
by

vA =
[
vTA ωTA

]T ∈ R6, (2.2)

where vA is the linear velocity and ωA is the rotational velocity. To describe
the time evolution of A, we use the Newton-Euler equations[

fA

τA

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸
fA

=

[
mAI3×3 0

0 JA(qA)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

MA(qA)

[
v̇A

ω̇A

]
+

[
0

ωA × JA(qA)ωA

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

−fg,A

, (2.3)

where we use the following notation: First, the mass mA times the identity
matrix I3×3 and configuration-dependent inertia matrix JA form the mass
matrix MA. Second, the force fA and torque τA forms the generalized force
fA. Finally, fg,A denotes the generalized fictitious force. We use dot-notation
to denote derivatives with respect to time. To compactly describe a system
of multiple bodies, we drop the indicesfA

fB
...


︸ ︷︷ ︸
f

=

MA(qA) 0 . . .
0 MB(qB) . . .
...

... . . .


︸ ︷︷ ︸

M(q)

v̇A

v̇B
...


︸ ︷︷ ︸
v̇

+

fg,A

fg,B
...


︸ ︷︷ ︸

−fg

. (2.4)

The configuration q of a system of nb rigid bodies resides inM = (R3×H0)
nb .
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2.2. Kinematic Constraints
We describe joints and contacts between bodies as kinematic constraints—

constraints that restrict the movement of the associated bodies. The most
basic kinematic constraint is a holonomic constraint. A holonomic constraint,
or set of holonomic constraints, takes the form g(q) = 0, where g :M→ Rdh

is a continuously differentiable function. For a 3D multibody system, it is
convenient to split g into nh elementary constraints g =

[
gT1 . . . g

T
nh

]T , where
the ith constraint maps M to Rdh,i and dh,i ∈ {1, . . . , 6}. We write the
equations of motion as

M(q)v̇ = f + fg +G(q)Tλ, (2.5)
g(q) = 0, (2.6)

a differential-algebraic system of equations (DAE). Here, G :M → Rd×6nb

is the Jacobian matrix of g, defined by ġ(q) = G(q)v, and λ are Lagrange
multipliers, which couples to the constraint force G(q)Tλ necessary for main-
taining the constraint.

Other kinds of kinematic constraints are also useful. Of relevance here are
two other types, namely nonholonomic constraints and contact constraints.
Nonholonomic constraints are constraints on the form ḡ(q,v, t) = 0 that
one cannot reduce to a holonomic constraint. However, it is enough for us
only to consider nonholonomic constraints that are linear in velocity, that
is Ḡ(q)v = γ(t). These are useful for modeling friction after including
regularization. Contact constraints describe non-penetration conditions and
take the form c(q) ≥ 0.

2.3. Time-stepping
In the presence of holonomic constraints, the simulator has to integrate

the DAE of (2.5) and (2.6). As a starting point, one may differentiate the
algebraic constraints to convert the DAE into an ODE. Equations (2.5) and
(2.6) imply [

M −GT

G 0

] [
v̇
λ

]
=

[
f + fg
−Ġv

]
, (2.7)

where the holonomic constraint g(q) = 0 has been replaced by the acceler-
ation constraint g̈(q) = Gv̇ + Ġv = 0. This is exact for initial positions
and velocity in compliance with the constraint. However, when integrating
numerically, errors will cause bodies to drift away from the constraint sur-
face g(q) = 0. A common solution to this problem is to include so-called
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Baumgarte stabilization [2], which makes the holonomic constraints func-
tion as damped springs. Another problem is that the linear system can be
ill-conditioned or even singular due to large mass ratios, closed loops, or
redundant constraints. To prevent ill-conditioning, we can add a diagonal
perturbation (regularization) to the constraint equations, which also softens
the constraints.

In this work, we use an integration scheme with fixed time-step intro-
duced by Lacoursiere, known as Spook [12]. A fixed time-step is desirable
for the predictable performance required in real-time applications. Spook is
a semi-implicit extension of the Verlet stepper with time-symmetric lineariza-
tion of the constraint forces. Verlet and Spook are both variational integra-
tors, meaning they preserve phase-space volume and have good energy and
momentum-preserving behavior [11].Variational integrators produce shadow-
ing trajectories, trajectories that remain close to the trajectory of the contin-
uous dynamics, limited by chaotic dynamics and phase space saddle points
[8]. Spook uses a combination of Baumgarte stabilization and regularization
that can be derived using discrete variational mechanics. Each elementary
holonomic constraint gi is now associated with a compliance scalar ϵi and a
damping scalar τi. The compliance ϵi can be interpreted as an inverse spring
coefficient and the damping τi is a relaxation time. We can either tune these
parameters for optimal constraint satisfaction, to improve conditioning, or
set them to represent the real physical parameters. For a multibody system
with nh holonomic constraints, the Spook stepper reads[

Mk −GT
k

Gk Σh

] [
vk+1

λh

]
=

[
Mkvk − h(fk + fg,k)
− 4
h
Υhgk +ΥhGkvk

]
, (2.8)

where h is the time-step, λh is the vector of multipliers associated with
holonomic constraints, and

γi =
1

1 + 4τi
h

, i = 1, . . . , nh, (2.9)

Σh =
4

h2
diag(ϵ1γ1Id1×d1 , ϵ2γ2Id2×d2 , . . . , ϵnhγnhIdnh

×dnh
), (2.10)

Υh = diag(γ1Id1×d1 , γ2Id2×d2 , . . . , γnhIdnh
×dnh

). (2.11)

The subscript k is used to denote discrete time, t = hk, and we use the
short-hand notataion gk = g(qk),Gk = G(qk),Mk = M(qk). It is worth
noting that λh has absorbed a factor h and is now an impulse rather than a
force (compare with λ in (2.7)).
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The new velocity vk+1 is used to update the configuration from qk to
qk+1. The translation is updated by

rA,k+1 = rA,k + hvA,k+1, (2.12)

and similarly for rigid bodies B, C, etc. The rotation has a similar update
rule but requires the introduction of new notation to state compactly. Note
that hωA,k+1 can be seen as the product of a unit vector and an angle, a
so-called rotation vector. We want to rotate eA,k around that unit vector by
that angle. For a general rotation vector ψ applied to a unit quaternion e,
the result e′ is given by

e′ = e ⋆

[
cos(∥ψ∥

2
)

ψ
∥ψ∥ sin(

∥ψ∥
2
)

]
, (2.13)

where ⋆ denotes quaternion multiplication. This operation is common enough
to warrant the introduction of the operators

e⊞ψ = e′, (2.14)
e′ ⊟ e = ψ. (2.15)

This is a common way to extend the plus and minus operators for Lie groups
such as rotation matrices and unit quaternions [24]. Further, we allow use on
tuples of multiple rotations and translations where they collapse to standard
addition or subtraction. The configuration update is now compactly written
as

qk+1 = qk ⊞ hvk+1. (2.16)

Nonholonomic constraints that are linear in velocity, Ḡ(q)v = γ(t) can be
included in Spook using the discretization

Σnhλnh + Ḡkvk+1 = γk, (2.17)

where the matrix Σnh provides regularization and λnh is the vector of mul-
tipliers associated with nonholonomic constraints. Together with holonomic
constraints, the velocity update is given byMk −GT

k −ḠT
k

Gk Σh 0
Ḡk 0 Σnh

vk+1

λh

λnh

 =

Mkvk − h(fk + fg,k)
− 4
h
Υgk +ΥGkvk

γk

 . (2.18)
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For the sake of less cluttered notation, we write the system compactly as[
Mk −AT

k

Ak ΣA

] [
vk+1

λA

]
= −

[
pk
ak

]
, (2.19)

where ΣA, Ak, λA, pk, and ak are given by direct comparison with (2.18).

2.4. Complementarity
Contact constraints can be stated algebraically as c(q) ≥ 0 where c :

M → Rdc is a gap function—it tells the displacement and rotation allowed
before contact is made. The continuous equations of motion with contact
constraints read

M(q)v̇ = f + fg +C(q)Tλ,

λTc(q) = 0, λ, c(q) ≥ 0,
(2.20)

where C is the Jacobian matrix of c. The conditions λTc(q) = 0 and
λ, c(q) ≥ 0 are collectively called complementarity conditions. These ensure
that at most one of λ and c(q) are nonzero and positive component-wise.

Recall that the time-stepper considers regularized constraints. That is,
we must associate the nc elementary contact constraints with compliance and
damping terms, ϵc,i and τc,i. The complementarity conditions carry over to
the time-stepper after discretization:[

Mk −CT
k

Ck Σc

] [
vk+1

λc

]
+

[
−Mvk + h(f + fg)
4
h
Υcck −ΥcCkvk

]
=

[
0
wc

]
,

λc
Twc = 0, λc,wc ≥ 0.

(2.21)

Here, Υc and Σc are given by (2.9) and replacing holonomic damping and
compliance with contact damping τc,i and compliance ϵc,i. Further, λc are
the Lagrange multipliers corresponding to impulses normal to the contact
surface, and wc are so-called slack variables that only play a role in defin-
ing the problem. It is worth noting that since collisions typically happen
at time-scales much faster than the time-step h, solving this system is not
enough to handle collisions properly. A separate impulse propagation step
is needed, but this is beyond the current scope. Also note that (2.21) is
no longer a linear system but rather falls under the category of so-called
mixed linear complementarity problems (MLCPs). Solving (2.21) requires
specialized methods [22].
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It is also possible to formulate Coulomb friction as an MLCP. The Coulomb
friction force fCoulomb is proportional to the normal force and acts in the di-
rection to oppose the sliding of two surfaces, either as a result of rotation or
translation of the associated bodies:

∥fCoulomb∥ ≤ µ∥fn∥. (2.22)

For rotational degrees of freedom, the corresponding inequality is

∥τCoulomb∥ ≤ rµr∥fn∥, (2.23)

where r is the distance between the contact point and the body’s center of
mass. In the MLCP model, the complementarity conditions enforce box con-
straints for the tangential constraint forces coupled to the normal multipliers,
meaning that we use linearized norms as compared to (2.22) and (2.23). We
consider contact constraints c =

[
cT1 . . . c

T
nc

]T , where ci :M→ Rdc,i has the
Jacobian matrix Ci. Now, take C̄i,j : M → R1×6nb for j ∈ {1, . . . , nproj,i}
to be matrices that project vectors to the tangent of contact constraint
i, and such that there is always a j for which C̄i,jv ≥ 0. Finally, put
D̄i =

[
C̄T
i,1 . . . C̄T

i,nproj,i

]T
. With multiple frictional contact constraints,

the equation for the velocity update reads
Mk −CT

k −D̄T
k 0

Ck Σc 0 0
D̄k 0 Σt E
0 U −ET ∆



vk+1

λc

λt

σ

+


−Mvk + h(f + fg)

4
h
Υck −Υckvk

0
0

 =


0
wn

wt

wσ

 ,
λn

Twn = 0, λn,wn ≥ 0,

λt
Twt = 0, λt,wt ≥ 0,

σTwσ = 0, σ,wσ ≥ 0,
(2.24)

where U is a block-diagonal matrix of friction coefficients, ∆ is a regulariza-
tion matrix, E is a block-diagonal matrix of ones, and σ are multipliers that
act to limit the tangential force. Note that the block-antisymmetry is broken
by U not having an antisymmetric partner. The block-diagonal entries of U
are U1, . . . ,Unc . Each Ui is a row vector or scalar with friction coefficients
µ or rµr. For a detailed derivation and motivation of (2.24), we refer the
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reader to [12]. We write (2.24) compactly as[
Mk −BT

k

Bk ΣB

] [
vk+1

λB

]
+

[
p
b

]
=

[
0
wB

]
,

λB
TwB = 0, λB,wB ≥ 0,

(2.25)

where ΣB, Bk, λB, b and wB are given through direct comparison. Note
that ΣB is neither symmetric nor block-antisymmetric.

2.5. Solver
For a general multibody system with multiple bodies, multiple constraints,

and dry friction, we need to solve for the velocity update vk+1 of the combined
system (2.18) and (2.25):Mk −AT

k −BT
k

Ak ΣA 0
Bk 0 ΣB

vk+1

λA

λB

+

pa
b

 =

 0
0
wb

 ,
λB

TwB = 0, λB,wB ≥ 0.

(2.26)

To do so, we start with a Schur complement operation of (2.26), thus dividing
the problem into two steps: First, we solve for the multipliers λA, λB by[

AkM
−1
k AT +ΣA AM−1BT

BM−1AT BM−1BT +ΣB

] [
λA

λB

]
+

[
a−AM−1p
b−BM−1p

]
=

[
0
wB

]
,

λB
TwB = 0, λB,wB ≥ 0,

(2.27)
and then we solve for the velocity update by

Mkvk+1 = Mvk +AT
kλA +BT

kλB + h(f + fg). (2.28)

In short, we solve (2.27) by reducing it to a linear complementarity problem
(LCP) using block-LDLT factorization. The LCP is solved using Lemke’s al-
gorithm [10], and forward and backward substitution completes the solution.
Details are presented in Appendix A. This is the core of the custom physics
simulator that is used in this work.
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2.6. Inverse Dynamics
In fields such as optimal control, reinforcement learning, and system iden-

tification, simulators are sometimes used in optimization loops [18]. Incor-
porating the dynamics (i.e., the time-stepper) in the optimization problem
can be done in two ways: First, through forward dynamics—using the time-
stepper to predict the next state or sequence of states. Second, by reformu-
lating the time-stepper for inverse dynamics—finding the forces required to
realize a given state transition or trajectory. For (2.26), the external force
fk required to go from velocity vk to velocity vk+1 is

fk = h−1M(vk+1 − vk)− h−1ATλA − h−1BTλB − fg,k, (2.29)

where λA is given by
ΣAλA = b−Akvk+1, (2.30)

and λB are given by

ΣBλB = −Bkvk+1 +wB,

λA
TwB = 0, λA,wB ≥ 0.

(2.31)

2.7. Automatic differentiation
To use gradient-based optimization methods, it is necessary to take deriva-

tives through the forward or inverse dynamics. Most phyics engines do not
provide such funcionality and one has to resort to finite differences or other
black-box methods. While exposing analytical derivatives in the API is an
option, this method lacks flexibility. Another way to achieve this is to write
the physics simulator using a differentiable programming paradigm, usually
with a technique known as automatic differentiation (AD).

AD is a family of methods for computing derivatives using the chain
rule of calculus [3]. Code written in a language or library that supports AD
allows derivative information to be passed alongside the standard variables in
function calls. This is achieved under the hood by tracking every operation,
knowing the derivatives of elementary operations, and applying the chain
rule.

Different versions (or modes) of AD appear as there is freedom in which
order to compute the products in the chain rule. We typically talk about
two choices, although a mix also possible. The first is forward mode accumu-
lation where so-called tangents are passed alongside the standard variables
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or primals. In forward mode accumulation, one typically considers deriva-
tives with respect to a single scalar x at a time. Each elementary operation
φ : Rn → Rm is passed both an input primal vin ∈ Rn and an input tangent
v̇in = dvin

dx
∈ Rn. It is expected to return an output primal vout ∈ Rm and

output tangent v̇out ∈ Rm:

vout = φ(vin), (2.32)

v̇out =
∂φ

∂vin
v̇in. (2.33)

The tangent is given by a Jacobian-vector-product (JVP), which should have
a known explicit formula.

The second mode is known as reverse mode accumulation and requires a
backward pass after all standard variables are known. In the backward pass,
so-called adjoints are computed and passed in the reverse direction of the
computational graph.

It is often stated that if a composite function Rn → Rm has many more
inputs than outputs, n ≫ m, then reverse mode accumulation is the most
efficient. On the other hand, if m≫ n, forward mode accumulation is most
efficient. This is true if all operations are dense. However, if the intermediate
Jacobian matrices are sparse, there are typically ways to make use of sparsity.

While automatic differentiation is a powerful technique, it also has its
limitations. One can encounter exploding and vanishing derivatives due to
finite numerical precision, resulting in unbounded errors. AD has no mecha-
nism for simplifying expressions (Cases where ∞ · 0 should be finite). These
cases must be identified and replaced with custom differentiation rules [15].

The physics simulator used in this work is written in Python with the
library Jax [7]. Jax provides a functional style of differentiating Python
functions and does so by function tracing. The JVPs of all elementary op-
erations are included in the library. However, when implementing specific
algorithms, it is more efficient to define custom rules. We present the custom
rules used in this work in Appendix D.

3. State and parameter estimation

In this section, we formulate and motivate the joint parameter and state
estimation problem as a nonlinear least squares optimization problem. We
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then motivate using inverse dynamics, the Levenberg-Marquardt optimiza-
tion algorithm, and means to deal with rotations and exploit sparsity. Finally,
we address how we do linearized sensitivity analysis within this framework.

3.1. The least squares optimization problem
Let xk = (qk,vk) ∈M×(R6)nb = TM denote the state of the multibody

system at time-step k. Denote the parameters that we want to estimate by
χ ∈ B (mass, inertia, frictional parameters, etc.) where B is a convex subset
of Rnp that excludes non-physical parameter values. We will assume that the
states evolve according to

xk+1 = ϕ(xk,uk;χ)⊞ ηk, (3.1)

where ϕ : TM×Rnc×B → TM is the time-stepper seen as a state transition
function. The term ηk is an additive state noise and represents model errors
and external disturbances affecting future states. The vector uk denotes the
nc-dimensional control signal at time k. The ⊞ operator was introduced in
(2.14), and it collapses to normal addition for velocity components.

We assume that the available data comes in the form of observations
yk ∈ Rno that are made by an observation function h:

yk = h(xk;χ
∗) + ξk, (3.2)

where ξk is an additive observation noise and accounts for disturbances and
errors in the observation function h.

When identifying unknown parameters, we must choose how to deal with
stochasticity. Given some set of observation data, the most general solution
is that of a multivariate probability distribution over the parameter space.
In this work, we reduce the complexity of the problem by assuming that
the noise terms are zero-mean Gaussian, ηk ∈ N (0,Qk) and ξk ∈ N (0,Rk)
for k = 1, . . . , n. The consequence of this choice is that maximization of
the likelihood function for both states and parameters can be formulated
as a nonlinear least squares objective, see Appendix E. The solvability of
nonlinear least squares is the primary motivation behind this simple noise
model and the chosen maximum likelihood approach. We will return to how
Qk and Rk are specified. For now, the maximum likelihood objective is that
of finding the parameters and states that solve

minimize
χ,x0:n−1 ∈ B × (TM)n

n−1∑
i=0

∥∆xk∥2Q−1
i

+
n−1∑
i=0

∥∆yk∥2R−1
i
, (3.3)
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where
x0:n−1 = (x0,x1, . . . ,xn−1), (3.4)

the state residuals are given by

∆xk(χ,x0:n−1) =

{
x∗
0 ⊟ x0, k = 0,

ϕ(xk−1)⊟ xk, k = 1, . . . , n− 1,
(3.5)

and the observation residuals are given by

∆yk(χ,xk) = h(xk;χ)− yk, k = 0, . . . , n− 1. (3.6)

We use the notation ∥x∥2P = xTPx, where P is positive definite, to denote
weighted norms. On top of the noise term assumptions, we also assume that
we know the initial state to be x∗

0 with some uncertainty as captured by a
Gaussian distribution with zero mean and covariance matrix Q0.

3.2. Weighing the residuals
So far, we have made no assumption on the relation between the covari-

ance matrices Rk and Qk at different time-steps k. Such assumptions are
needed as there is no practical way to estimate all of Rk and Qk separately.
For the observation noise, one can usually assume homoscedasticity—that
all ξk have the same covariance Rk = R∗. Moving forward, we follow this
assumption and consider R∗ to be a matrix of method parameters.

The same assumption should not be made for the state noise—we expect
the uncertainty to depend on the local curvature of the kinematic constraints.
However, assuming that we make no numerical errors, the equations of mo-
tion only let errors enter as forces. This is typically a good approximation
even with some integration errors since the error in the force model is gener-
ally larger and can account for some integration errors [23]. If we take this
assumption seriously, we should replace the state errors with force or impulse
errors. Finding forces or impulses from a kinematic trajectory is precisely
the inverse dynamics method described in section 2.6.

That is, instead of computing the state residuals using forward dynamics,
we opt to compute impulse residuals ∆pk =

[
∆pTq,k ∆pTu,k

]T using inverse
dynamics:

∆pu,k+1(χ,x0:n−1) = M(vk+1 − vk)−ATλA −BTλB − hτg,k, (3.7)

∆pq,k+1(χ,x0:n−1) = M(h−1(qk+1⊟qk)−vk)−ATλA−BTλB−hτg,k. (3.8)
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The residual ∆pu,k+1 is the external impulse required to go from velocity vk
to velocity vk+1 and the residual ∆pq,k+1 is the external impulse required to
go from configuration qk to configuration qk+1.

To make the connection to the notation we have developed so far, we
should relate ∆pk to ∆xk. For the sake of compactness, we ignore comple-
mentarity conditions. The predicted velocity update v∗k+1 = ϕu(xk) from
state xk is given by

Mv∗k+1 = Mvk +ATλA + h(τ + τg). (3.9)

The corrected update that would get us to the next velocity vk+1 is

Mvk+1 = Mvk +AT λ̂A + h(∆τu,k+1 + τ + τg), (3.10)

By subtracting (3.9) from (3.10), we can formulate the impulse equation[
Mk −AT

k

Ak ΣA

] [
∆vk+1

∆λA

]
=

[
∆pu,k
0

]
, (3.11)

where
∆xk =

[
∆qk
∆vk

]
=

[
q∗k ⊟ qk
v∗k − vk

]
. (3.12)

Solving for ∆pu,k+1 using Schur complements reveals the relation

MΣ,k∆vk+1 = ∆pu,k+1, (3.13)

where MΣ,k = AT
kΣ

−1
A Ak +Mk.

The same manipulations can be done for the configuration part of the
state, revealing that

h−1MΣ∆qk+1 = ∆pq,k+1. (3.14)

We are now able to state the optimization problem as

minimize
χ,x0:n−1 ∈ B × (TM)n

n−1∑
i=0

∥∆pk∥2Ω−1
∗

+
n−1∑
i=0

∥∆yk∥2R−1
∗
, (3.15)

where Ω∗ is the covariance matrix of the homoscedastic zero-mean impulse
noise. This is yet another matrix of method parameters. An abstract repre-
sentation of the residuals can be seen in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Abstract representation of the impulse residuals ∆pk and observation residu-
als ∆yk. The white circles with black outlines represent the state optimization variables.
These are used to predict the next states (blue diamonds) according to the discrete dynam-
ics ϕ. However, the lines connecting them are dashed to indicate that this computation
never takes place. Instead, the residuals ∆pk are computed directly using inverse dynam-
ics. The state optimization variables also predict the observations (red diamonds). The
observation residuals are given as the difference between the predicted observations and
the measured observations (gray squares).
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3.3. State residuals at the initial time
Finally, we should also form the residual corresponding to the state, ∆x0.

It may not be immediately clear if this term is required or can safely be
neglected. However, we may expect that the constraint stabilization makes
the outcome insensitive to this choice. In that case, providing it has no
downside, while not providing it could result in ill-conditioning. On the other
hand, if the outcome is sensitive to x0, it is only natural to provide a target
state ∆x∗

0 and penalize deviations. If no informed choice of q0 is available,
we choose the target configuration q∗0 be the current guess q0 projected to the
linearized holonomic constraint surface. That is, the configuration residual
is the distance to the constraint surface:

∆q0 = −(GT
0G0)

−1GT
0 g(q0). (3.16)

For the initial velocity, we let the target v∗0 be the current guess projected
to the constraint surface tangent. The residual is then the velocity normal
to the constraint surface:

∆v0 = GT
0G0v0. (3.17)

To get the impulse residuals, we multiply (3.16) and (3.17) by the projected
mass matrix in accordance with (3.14) and (3.13).

3.4. Solving nonlinear least squares
The goal is to find the states x0:n−1 and parameters χ that solve (3.3).

To make the notation more compact, we write the objective as

minimize
χ̄ ∈ B × (TM)n

∥∆z(χ̄)∥2W. (3.18)

where χ̄ = (x0:n−1,χ) combines the state trajectory and the free parameters,
∆z is the concatenation of the impulse residuals and observation residuals,

∆z(χ̄) =
[
∆p0(χ̄)

T . . .∆pn−1(χ̄)
T ∆y0(χ̄)

T . . .∆yn−1(χ̄)
T
]T
, (3.19)

and W is the concatenation of the weight matrices

W = diag(Ω−1
0 , . . . ,Ω−1

n−1,R
−1
0 , . . . ,R−1

n−1). (3.20)

Note that (3.18) has a solution space that includes rotations and parameter
limits. This makes it a more general type of nonlinear least squares opti-
mization problem. To solve it, we use a Levenberg–Marquardt method [14],
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for on-manifold optimization [6] with box constraints. In short, Levenberg–
Marquardt is a trust-region extension of the Gauss–Newton method. In
Gauss–Newton, the parameters are iteratively updated by solving the local
quadratic minimization problem. Levenberg–Marquardt adds regularization
to ensure that every update progresses toward a local minima. More precisely,
we solve the following constrained linear least squares in each iteration:

minimize
δχ̄

∥∥∥∥∆z(χ̄) + ∂∆z

∂χ̄
δχ̄

∥∥∥∥2

W

+ α∥δχ̄∥2,

subject to χ+ δχ ∈ B,
(3.21)

where α is a damping factor chosen such that the cost is reduced

∥∆z(χ̄⊞ δχ)∥2W < ∥∆z(χ̄)∥2W. (3.22)

The parameters are updated by χ̄ ← χ̄ ⊞ δχ̄. The pseudocode for the
algorithm is shown in Algorithm 1.

The method presented here shares similarities to specific Bayesian smooth-
ing algorithms. In particular, the so-called iterated extended Kalman smoother
is equivalent to the Gauss–Newton method to solve (3.3) without tuning the
parameters (χ = ∅), [4].

3.5. Computing rotation residuals
The ⊟ operator collapses to standard subtraction for all quantities except

the rotational configuration. To compute the generalized difference between
two rotations, say ea and eb, first form e′ = e∗a ⋆ eb with rotation vector
representation ψ. Let e′s be the scalar component of e′ and e′v be the vector
component of e′. The explicit expression is

ea ⊟ eb = ψ =
2arccos(e′s)e

′
v√

1− e′s2
. (3.23)

Computing ψ from e′ with this exact formula can be problematic as it has
derivatives that approach infinity as e′s approaches −1. We choose to avoid
potential problems by replacing it with the small angle approximation

ea ⊟ eb = ψ ≈ 2e′se
′
v, (3.24)

when and only when we are computing rotation residuals. Note that other
small angle approximations are possible since we expect to have e′s ≈ 1.
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Algorithm 1 Levenberg–Marquardt
Input:∆z, χ̄,W, εg, εδ

∆z ← ∆z(χ̄)
J← jacfwd(∆z)(χ̄)
Ĥ∆z ← JTWJ ▷ First order approximation of the Hessian
g∆z ← JTW∆z
α← max(diag(Ĥ)) · 10−6 ▷ Damping term
while not stop do

ν ← 2
ρ← 0
while ρ ≤ 0 and α ≤ 232 do
δχ̄ ← −SOL(Ĥ∆z + αI, g∆z)
χ̄p ← χ̄⊞ δχ̄ ▷ Proposed update
ρ← (∥∆z(χ̄p)∥2 −

∥∥∆z∥∥2
)/(δTχ̄(αδχ̄ − g∆z)) ▷ Gain ratio

if ρ ≤ 0 then
ν ← min(2ν, 232)
α← min(να, 232)

end if
end while
stop← ∥g∆z∥2 ≤ εg or ∥δχ̄∥2 ≤ εδ or ρ ≤ 0
χ̄← χ̄p
∆z ← ∆z(χ̄)
J← jacfwd(∆z)(χ̄)
Ĥ∆z ← JTWJ
g∆z ← JTWy
α← α ·max(1

3
, 1− (2ρ− 1)3)

end while

3.6. Exploiting sparsity
It is essential for a scalable method to utilize the sparsity pattern of the

Jacobian ∂∆z
∂χ̄

both during its construction and when solving the local linear
least squares problem, (3.21). Now, if we write the Jacobian as a block matrix
of sub-Jacobians

∂∆z

∂χ̄
=

[
∂∆p
∂χ

∂∆p
∂x0:n−1

∂∆y
∂χ

∂∆y
∂x0:n−1

]
, (3.25)
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it is easy to verify that the blocks ∂∆p/∂x0:n−1 and ∂∆y/∂x0:n−1 are block-
diagonal and block-bidiagonal respectively. This sparsity enables a drastic
speed-up in the algorithmic differentiation, see Appendix B for our imple-
mentation, as well as in the box-constrained linear least squares solver, see
Appendix C for our implementation.

3.7. Linearized parameter sensitivity
Assuming that the observation noise is homoscedastic, R∗ = R0 = R1 =

. . . = Rn−1, the unbiased sample covariance matrix of the observation noise
is given by

R̂∗ =
1

n− 1

n−1∑
i=0

(∆yi)(∆yi)
T . (3.26)

The same is true for the impulse noise

Ω̂∗ =
1

n− 1

n−1∑
i=0

(∆pqu,i)(∆pqu,i)
T , (3.27)

from which it is easy to form Ŵ is by

Ŵ = diag(Ω̂−1
0 , . . . , Ω̂−1

n−1, R̂
−1
0 , . . . , R̂−1

n−1). (3.28)

Linearizations of the combined state and observation residuals ∆z around χ̄
can be written as

∆z(χ̄+ δχ̄) ≈ ∆z(χ̄) +
∂∆z

∂χ̄
δχ̄. (3.29)

The error approximately propagates as

Ŵ =
[
∂∆z
∂χ

∂∆z
∂x0:n−1

] [Λχχ Λχ0

Λ0χ Λ00

][ ∂∆z
∂χT

∂∆z
∂xT

0:n−1

]
, (3.30)

where Λχχ is the covariance matrix of the parameters, Λ00 is the covariance
matrix of the tunable states, and Λχ0, Λ0χ are cross-covariances. It turns
out that we can solve for Λχχ by

Λχχ = (TTT)−1TTŴT(TTT)−1, (3.31)
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where

T =
[
I− ∂∆z

∂x0:n−1

( ∂∆z

∂xT0:n−1

∂∆z

∂x0:n−1

)−1 ∂∆z

∂xT0:n−1

]∂∆z
∂χ

, (3.32)

assuming that T and by extension ∂∆z/∂xT0:n−1 has full column rank. If
not, the equations can be written in terms of QR-factorizations or held ap-
proximately with regularization. Our implementation of the above uses reg-
ularization and a sparse linear solver to compute T, followed by a singular
value decomposition to compute Λχχ. An interpretation of T is that it is the
Jacobian corresponding to variable projection, see [19], of the linearized state
residuals. The covariance matrix of the parameters contains all information
for linearized sensitivity analysis. A singular value decomposition of Λχχ can
be used for further analysis, such as determining parameter dependencies
and null space.

4. Experiments

The goal is to use the Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm with the techniques
outlined in Section 3 to identify unknown model parameters of a pendulum
and a Furuta pendulum from recorded joint angles and control signal. In this
section, we investigate the performance and sensitivity to method parameters
in both real and simulated scenarios. The experiments are done using hard-
ware from the PendCon Advanced series, the same hardware as used in [20],
in both pendulum and Furuta pendulum configurations, see Figure 2. Reg-
ularized time-discrete multibody models are the target for identification as
described in Section 2. The parameters subject to identification are moments
of inertia, frictional parameters, direction of gravity, and motor gain.

4.1. Hardware
The PendCon Advanced series can be assembled as both a pendulum and

a Furuta Pendulum, Figure 2. The Furuta pendulum has two arms: One
arm is actuated by an electric motor and rotates about an axis fixed to the
stand, while the other arm is passive and rotates about an axis fixed on the
first arm. Joint angles are measured by rotary encoders with a resolution
of 4096 pulses per revolution. The signal of the rotary encoder attached
to the acuated joint is sent by wire, while the signal of the rotary encoder
attached to the under-actuated joint is sent wirelessly. To communicate
with the hardware, we use Matlab Simulink Real-Time Explorer with a
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Figure 2: Images of the pendulum and the Furuta pendulum.

host PC and a dedicated target PC. The target PC has a RS 232-card that
talks to a conversion unit which receives the signals from the rotary encoders
and sends a voltage (the control signal) to a PWM-amplifier that outputs a
current proportional to that input voltage. This current passes through the
Maxon RE40 electric motor. We use a sample frequency of 1000Hz during
all experiments. Additional weight is put on the three feet to keep them fixed
in place during experiments.

4.2. Discrete pendulum
The discrete pendulum consists of a single rigid body attached to the

global frame with a frictional hinge joint, a combination of kinematic con-
straints that restricts motion to rotation in a plane while also modeling fric-
tion, see Appendix F. The hinge is displaced a distance l from the body’s
center of mass and set to have compliance 1× 10−4m/N and damping 0.02 s.
We label the massmP and the inertia in the plane of oscillation JP. The hinge
joint has a viscous friction coefficient b and dry friction coefficient µ. How-
ever, the dry frictional coefficient is coupled to the internal geometry such
that we can only identify rµ where r has the unit of distance. The external
force is given by gravity, fP =

[
0 −mPgacc 0

]T , where gacc = 9.82m/s2.
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We label the angle with respect to the downright position in the plane of
oscillation θ. We also consider a Stribeck friction model that models the
transitions between stick and slip. If this model is used, the dry friction
coefficient at time-step k + 1 is given by

µk+1 = µkinematic + µdelta exp(−ζω2
k), (4.1)

where µkinematic is a kinematic friction coefficient, µdelta = µstatic − µkinematic

is the (positive) difference between static and kinematic friction coefficients,
ζ models the transition rate, and ωk is the angular velocity in the plane of
oscillation at time-step k.

4.3. Discrete Furuta pendulum
The simulation model of the Furuta pendulum consists of two rigid bodies

and two frictional hinge joints. The stand is assumed not to flex or move and
is thus not modeled. We label the body that connects to the global frame
A and the other body B. We index the hinge that connects A to the global
coordinate system by 1 and the hinge that connects A and B by 2. The
parameters l1, l2, and lA specify the offset between the center of mass for A
and B and the hinges as indicated in Figure 3. Hinge 1 has the viscous friction
coefficient b1 and the dry friction coefficient µ1 associated with the internal
distance r1. Similarly, hinge 2 has the viscous friction coefficient b2, the dry
friction coefficient µ2, and the internal distance r2. We distinguish between
the linear compliances ϵ(ℓ)1 and ϵ

(ℓ)
2 , and the rotational compliances ϵ(r)1 and

ϵ
(r)
2 . The external force is given by gravity as fA = mAgacc, fB = mBgacc

where ∥gacc∥ = 9.82m/s2 is given but the direction is a model parameter.
We also model the fictitious forces by τg,A = ωA × JA(qA)ωA and similarly
for body B.

An ideal DC motor develops a torque proportional to the current passing
through the stator coil, while the shaft’s angular velocity induces a voltage
that opposes the change in current that induced it. In the PendCon Advanced
series, the PWM amplifier adjusts the voltage (up to 20V) such that the
current passed through the DC motor is proportional to the input voltage
uin. We assume no delay or artifacts from the digital to analog converter,
which allows us to directly associate uin with the control signal, u = uin.
Thus, we model the torque as proportional to the control signal τmotor = Ku
where K is the motor gain. To account for the extra inertia of the shaft,
Jshaft, we model the motor through a regularized nonholonomic constraint,
see Appendix F.
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Figure 3: A render of the Furuta pendulum with annotated joint angles and lengths.
The two rigid bodies are drawn separately to the right, and their respective principal
components of inertia are indicated.

The masses of A and B are mA, mB and their moments of inertia are
assumed to have principal axes aligned to their local frames:

J
(A)
A = diag(JAxx, JAyy, JAzz),

J
(B)
B = diag(JBxx, JByy, JBzz). (4.2)

All fixed parameter values and initial parameter values subject to optimiza-
tion are shown in Table 1. Note that reason we put r1 = r2 = 1m is not
physical. Instead, this is an arbitrary choice we make to unify friction due
to force and torque multipliers.

4.4. Initialization
Before optimization, a set of initial states and parameters have to be

chosen. To select the initial states, we first smoothen the observation data
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Table 1: Default parameters of the discrete Furuta pendulum. The left table contains fixed
parameter values, and the right table contains initial parameter values that are subject to
identification.

l1 0.128m
lA 0.248m
l2 0.92m
mA 0.238 kg
mB 0.428 kg
JBxx 10−4 kgm2

Jshaft 4× 10−4 kgm2

r1, r2 1m
τ1, τ2 0.02 s

ϵ
(ℓ)
1 , ϵ

(ℓ)
2 10−4m/N

ϵ
(r)
1 , ϵ

(r)
2 10−4 rad/N

diag (JA)
[
0.01 0.01 0.01

]T
kgm2

diag (JB)
[
− 0.01 0.01

]T
kgm2

gacc
[
0 −9.82 0

]T
ms−2

b1 10−4 kgs−1

b2 10−4 kgs−1

µ1 10−4

µ2 10−4

K 0.1NmV−1

using a low-pass filter. The filter is a second-order Butterworth filter with
10Hz as the cutoff frequency. It is applied twice to remove lag: First in the
forward direction and then in the reverse direction. The filtered signal is
downsampled to the desired timestep of the physics simulator. The initial
configurations q0:k−1 are chosen to satisfy the observation function at zero
constraint violation. The generalized velocities are approximated from the
initial configurations using

uk+1 =
1

h
(qk+1 ⊟ qk), (4.3)

where h is the time-step.
To reduce the size of the hyperparameter space, we make the choice to do

all parameter tuning with R−1
∗ = I and Ω−1

∗ = κI, where κ is a factor that
we refer to as the state error weight.

4.5. Calibrating the pendulum
We collect five time-series of observations where we release the pendulum

from an almost upright position and let the oscillations die out, see Appendix
G.1. We consider optimization on three sets of parameters: A viscous model
where J and b are optimized, a dry model where JP, b and rµ are optimmized,
and a Stribeck model where (4.1) is used and all of JP, b, and rµs, rµs−k
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Table 2: Estimated parameters of the pendulum. Values in parenthesis are the standard
deviation estimates to the same precision as the least significant digit. If the estimated
parameter value is 0, then the value in parenthesis is the standard deviation in absolute
precision.

0 1 2 3 4 Combined

Cost 2.06e-06 1.03e-06 2.04e-06 9.82e-07 1.25e-06 1.47e-06
CV 1.47e-06 1.49e-06 1.50e-06 1.47e-06 1.47e-06 1.48e-06
J (kgm2) 0.003916(2) 0.003889(3) 0.003912(3) 0.003886(3) 0.003888(4)
b (kg s−1) 0(3e-05) 0.00025(3) 0.00026(4) 0.00014(4) 0.00020(4)
rµ (m) 0.00220(5) 0.00173(5) 0.00171(6) 0.00189(6) 0.00182(6)

and ζ are optimized. The model is tuned with respect to each time-series
individually. To compare the results, we compute a cross-validation metric.
More specifically, each tuned model is used to do state estimation of every
time-series it was not tuned on. The state estimation is done with the same
method but with χ = ∅. The cross-validation score is computed as the
average cost of the state estimation. All cost and cross-validation (CV)
scores are reported as mean squared errors—the squared residuals divided
by the number of time-steps.

The estimated parameters and the linearized standard deviation estimates
of the dry pendulum model are shown in Table 2. The inertia maximally
varies with 0.8%, a small relative error that indicates that the estimated
parameters remain close to consistent between the time-series. However,
this consistency fails if the linearized standard deviation estimates are taken
seriously—10 standard deviations are required to go from the inertia of time-
series 0 to the inertia of time-series 3. The average cost and cross-validation
score are shown in Table 3 for the three models. The cross-validation score
is close to the cost for all models (maximally varies by a factor 1.04), likely
explained by the similarity in excitation. The cost is reduced by a factor
0.77 from the viscous model to the dry model, suggesting that dry friction is
important. An additional reduction, almost as significant, is found from the
dry model to the Stribeck model (a factor 0.80).

4.6. Calibrating the Furuta pendulum
We perform three real-world Furuta pendulum experiments based on dif-

ferent excitation patterns (scenarios), resulting in three different trajectories
that we use for parameter estimation. The first scenario is the release sce-
nario, where the pendulum is released from its upright position. The second
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Table 3: Comined errors of all pendulum models.

Viscous Dry Stribeck

Cost 1.92e-06 1.47e-06 1.18e-06
CV 1.92e-06 1.48e-06 1.20e-06

scenario is the swing-up scenario, where the pendulum is swung up from its
downright position. The third scenario is the pulse scenario, where the elec-
tric motor is subject to a pulse control signal. We present details about the
data and how it is generated in Appendix G.2.

One gain, five inertial, four frictional parameters, and the stand’s tilt are
tuned. We represent the tilt as a rotation applied to the gravitational ac-
celeration vector. As with the rotational part of the states, it is represented
by a quaternion, resulting in a 13-dimensional parameter space. The opti-
mization is done with κ = 100 and h = 0.01 s. The iteration limit is set to
20 and the tolerances are ϵg = 101 and ϵδ = 10−6. As with the pendulum,
we compute a cross-correlation metric by fitting each tuned model to the
trajectories of the other two scenarios while only tuning the states. Since the
motor gain K is never excited in the release scenario, we put it to K = 7.0
during cross-validation.

Results for parameter estimation of the Furuta pendulum are shown in
Table 4. The cross-validation score is the smallest for the model that is
tuned on the swing-up scenario, 2.34 × 10−5, closely followed by the release
scenario, 2.46 × 10−5. The pulse scenario has an order of magnitude higher
cross-validation score, 2.36 × 10−4, indicating that it fails to excite the pa-
rameters to the same degree. The parameter JByy can be identified with
the smallest relative error (as measured by parameter value over standard
deviation estimate). On the other hand, the parameters JAxx and JAyy have
standard deviation estimates that are larger than the estimated values. In
practice, we lack information to specify JAxx and JAyy. This is explained by
the fact that body A never rotates about those axes. Most parameters fail to
remain consistent with the linearized parameter sensitivity over all three sce-
narios. Still, the comparable cross-validation scores for swing-up and release
suggest only minor differences during simulation.

Next, we focus on the swing-up scenario and the optimization result for
different state error weights and global hinge compliance ϵ = ϵ

(ℓ)
1 = ϵ

(ℓ)
2 =

(1 rad/N)ϵ
(r)
1 = (1 rad/N)ϵ

(r)
1 . For the sake of comparison, we optimize over
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20 iterations without other stopping criteria. Figure 4 shows the estimated
inertia components and cost. The model overfits the real observations for
κ ≲ 10, resulting in rapid variations of the identified parameters and high
state error. For κ ≳ 5000, the downward trend of the state error stops, and
the estimated JAzz and JBzz become more sensitive to κ. As for the hinge
compliance, we observe an increase in both state error and observation error
when the hinge is too soft, ϵ1 ≳ 5× 10−4m/N, or too stiff, ϵ ≲ 10−5m/N.

To put the errors into perspective, we evaluate the resulting models
through simulation—we use them to reproduce the observation trajectory
that they were tuned on. We feed the simulation the recorded control signal.
We see four behaviors in Figure 5: The method overfits the observation data
for small state error weights (κ = 1), resulting in a poor simulation model.
For medium state error weights (κ = 10), the optimization converges quickly
and produces a model with good short-term simulation accuracy. For large
state error weights (κ = 1000), the optimization converges slightly slower but
produces a model with good long-term simulation accuracy. The beginning
observation deviates from the other trajectories for even larger state error
weights (κ = 10000). The larger deviation in simulation error suggests that
the optimization gets stuck in a local minima.

Figure 5 also shows how the cost and two of the inertia parameters change
during optimization for different κ. The parameters converge quickly at the
start, and, except for κ = 1, the parameter values stabilize after roughly
four iterations. The cost is also reduced quickly, although it is a bit slower
for higher κ in this particular instance. Still, not much happens after six
iterations.

4.7. Calibration with simulated data
To further investigate the method’s sensitivity, we perform parameter

studies on synthetic observation data. We generate this observation data
by simulating the release scenario of a Furuta pendulum with timestep h =
10−4 s and compliance ϵ = 10−6m/N. We add zero mean Gaussian noise with
standard deviation 0.001 rad to the simulated joint angles to make the setting
more realistic. Further details of the settings used for simulation are found
in Appendix G.3. We then use another simulation model with the same
structure as the identification target. For simplicity, only four parameters
are subject to identification: JAzz, JByy, b1 and b2. We set the initial values
of these parameters according to Table 1. The method parameters of interest
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Table 4: Estimated parameters of the real Furuta pendulum. Values in parenthesis are
the standard deviation estimates to the same precision as the least significant digit. If
the estimated parameter has the value 0, then the values in parenthesis are the standard
deviation in absolute precision.

0 1 2 Combined

Cost 3.22e-05 2.28e-06 3.01e-05 2.15e-05
CV 2.46e-05 2.36e-04 2.34e-05 9.47e-05
JAxx (kgm

2) 0(200.0) 0(2000.0) 0(200.0)
JAzz (kgm

2) 0.00449(2) 0.0042(2) 0.00438(4)
JAyy (kgm

2) 0(50.0) 0(3000.0) 0(80.0)
JByy (kgm

2) 0.003964(1) 0.00384(2) 0.003962(2)
JBzz (kgm

2) 0.00242(6) 0.00411(2) 0.00374(9)
b1 (kg s

−1) 0.0009(2) 0.00140(6) 0(0.0006)
b2 (kg s

−1) 0.00010(2) 0(0.0001) 0.00006(5)
µ1 0.00058(1) 0(2e-05) 0.00072(6)
µ2 0.00022(3) 0.00009(2) 0.00019(8)
κ - 7.29(5) 7.28(2)
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Figure 4: The two upper plots show three of the estimated parameters, tuned to the
swing-up scenario versus different method parameters: State error weight in the left plot
and compliance in the right plot. The lower plots show the mean squared error (MSE),
plotted for observation error and state error versus the κ and ϵ.
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for two of the tuned parameters versus iteration for the same set of κ. The bottom right
plot shows how the cost decreases under optimization.
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are the state error weight κ and the timestep h. We also investigate the
sensitivity to the compliance ϵ.

First, we identify the parameters for different choices of time-steps with
fixed compliance, ϵ = 10−4m/N and fixed state error weight, κ = 102, see
Figure 6. The identified parameters are found to weakly depend on the choice
of time-step: The parameter b1 sees large relative changes, even going from
h = 10−2 s to h = 10−3 s. For time-steps larger than 2×10−2 s, the estimated
parameters change rapidly, and the errors increase further.

Second, the parameters are identified for different choices of compliance
with fixed time-step, h = 10−2 s, and fixed state error weight, κ = 102,
see Figure 6. The story is much the same as in the calibration with real
data. The identified parameters have a weak dependence on the choice of
compliance—as long as ϵ ≲ 10−4. As in the real scenario, strange behavior is
seen for very stiff constraints, ϵ ≲ 10−6. Note that the estimated parameters
do not approach the true values that were used to generate the observations.
This is explained by the choice of time-step, which is h = 10−2 s for all models
in the compliance parameter sweep.

Finally, Figure 7 shows the identified parameters for different choices of
state error weight κ. In contrast to the real data, it is now enough to use a
state error weight of κ ≈ 10−1 for the observation error to cross the simulation
error and enter the plateau of stable parameters. At κ ≈ 102, the error starts
to increase again.

4.8. Computational time
We use a desktop computer with an Intel Core i7-10700 processor at

4.8GHz. In the example where we identify the parameters in Table 2 for the
swing-up scenario, it takes six iterations of Levenberg–Marquardt and 6.6 s
in real-time for the algorithm to converge. This result is based on a single
CPU core and should be taken as a reference value. A more extensive study
of computational time is outside the scope of this work.

4.9. Discussion
Shadow estimation. Parameter estimation in discrete dynamics is inherently
different from that of a continuous model. The estimated parameters gen-
erally differ from the physical parameters since discretization errors enter
the optimization problem, as demonstrated in Figure 6. What we estimate
can instead be considered shadow parameters and shadow states that fit the
discretized model such that it shadows the measurements. We see this as
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Figure 6: The left plot column shows the resulting parameters and errors after optimization
with different time-steps. The right plot column is the same but plotted for different
compliances.
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a possible advantage—the parameters may be able to absorb some of the
discretization errors that would otherwise be present.

Uncertainty estimation. The inconsistencies of linearized uncertainty esti-
mates over different time-series suggest that nonlinear effects are important.
In other words, more sophisticated uncertainty quantification is necessary
to get reliable uncertainty estimates. Still, linearized uncertainty gives an
indication of the true uncertainty and is useful to determine non-excited
parameters—parameters that makes no difference to the cost.

Inverse dynamics. The results from the parameter study reveal ways in which
our method may fail. Most of these failure modes are expected: If the time-
step is too large, the dynamics is not captured. If the state error weight is too
small, the model fits to noise. However, we also find that our method breaks
down for sufficiently stiff constraints, see Figure 4 and Figure 6. We believe
that this is well-explained by the way we compute the inverse dynamics. We
solve for the inverse dynamics explicitly and not implicitly as we do for the
constraint forces. The reason to solve for the constraint forces implicitly in
the first place is to achieve stability—dampen high-frequency dynamics that
are of no interest to resolve. The same logic could be applied to the impulse
that corrects for errors. In other words, we suspect that instabilities dur-
ing optimization cause the derivatives to provide misdirection. An implicit
method to do inverse dynamics could fix the problems at the cost of increased
computational cost.

5. Conclusions

We develop a method for parameter estimation for regularized time-
discrete multibody dynamics—a numerically robust formulation that allows
deviations from the kinematic constraints. These deviations result in unob-
served state variables that appear in the discrete time-stepper. To account
for the unobserved state variables, we estimate both states and parameters
by solving a nonlinear least squares optimization problem with a Levenberg–
Marquardt algorithm. We compute derivatives using forward mode accumu-
lation, which our custom physics simulator supports.

We study the method’s performance using synthetic and real measured
data. From the experiments, we conclude that joint state and parameter es-
timation through nonlinear least squares optimization and inverse dynamics
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can be a very efficient alternative to simulation error optimization. The ex-
perimental results demonstrate, in particular, that this approach can identify
the parameters in a 13-dimensional parameter space with impressive preci-
sion in just four iterations of Levenberg-Marquardt.

We identify two important method parameters: First, the choice of state
error weight. If it is too large, the problem becomes infeasible; if it is too
small, the method overfits the observations. Second, the choice of compliance
parameter for the kinematic constraints. The optimizer will have difficulties
making proper progress if the constraints are too stiff. As a result, kinematic
chains have to be sufficiently soft for the presented approach to work as ex-
pected. Implicit formulations of inverse dynamics may address this problem,
but this is outside the scope of the current work.

Future research directions include investigating the method from a statis-
tical perspective to find ways of mitigating bias, investigating differentiability
and optimization under non-smooth impacts, and reducing the dimension-
ality of the state residuals by enforcing the time-stepping scheme during
optimization. We would also like to extend numerical studies to complex
systems with more components.
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Appendix A. MLCP Solver

Consider the following MLCP[
S∗ STB
SB SBB

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

S

[
λA

λB

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸
λ

+

[
bA

bB

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸
b

=

[
0
wB

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸
w

,

λTwB = 0, λ,wB ≥ 0,

(A.1)

where S∗ is a square symmetric, SBB is square but not necessary symmetric
and SB has rows and columns of appropriate size. To find a solution, we first
consider the following subdivision of the matrix into smaller blocks:

[
S∗ STB
SB SBB

]
=


S11 . . . S1n S1B
... . . . ...

...

Sn1
. . . Snn SnB

SB1 . . . SBn SBB

 = S. (A.2)
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To solve (A.2), we factor S as S = LDLT , where

L =


I . . . 0 0
... . . . ...

...

Ln1
. . . I 0

LB1 . . . LBn I

 , D =


D11 . . . 0 0

... . . . ...
...

0
. . . Dnn 0

0 . . . 0 DBB

 , (A.3)

using block LDLT factorization—a generalization of Cholesky factorization.
This factorization is valid as long as the non-symmetric matrix SBB is never
used as a pivot. Next, we solve Ly = −b+w for y where y = DLTλ using
forward substitution. Note that for yB, we have

yB = wB − bB −
i−1∑
j=1

LijλB. (A.4)

Since wB is unknown at this point, we can only solve for y∗ = y − w and
the complementarity conditions are yet to be resolved. The diagonal scaling
phase amounts to[

D∗ 0
0 DBB

] [
LT∗ LTB
0 IT

] [
λA

λB

]
+

[
yA

yB

]
=

[
0
wB

]
,

λTBwB = 0, λB,wB ≥ 0

. (A.5)

The problem now separates into a pure linear complementarity problem
(LCP) and multiple small linear systems for the diagonal scaling phase. This
LCP is solved using a basic implementation of Lemke’s algorithm, [16]. After
a backward substitution phase, the resulting multipliers are used in (2.28) to
get the velocity update.

Appendix B. Jacobian of the residuals

The current goal is to use forward-mode accumulation to compute the
Jacobian matrix of the residual function ∆z with respect to the states x0:n−1

and parameters χ. In theory, this is best done by computing the analytical
derivatives. Here, our philosophy is to use automatic differentiation to spare
ourselves that extra work. While not optimal from a performance perspec-
tive, the resulting Jacobian is still very usable in practice.
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To exploit the known sparsity patterns, we first realize that a Jacobian-
matrix product is just several instances of Jacobian-vector products neatly
packed together. Consider the upper block-bidiagonal Jacobian ∂∆p/∂x0:n−1 =
P. The following Jacobian-matrix product reveals all non-zero elements of
P: 

P11 P12

P22 P23

P33 P34

. . . . . .


︸ ︷︷ ︸

P


I 0
0 I
I 0
0 I
...

...


︸ ︷︷ ︸

E

=


P11 P12

P23 P22

P33 P34
...

...


︸ ︷︷ ︸

P̄

(B.1)

That is, we can get the matrix P̄ and thus P by forward mode accumulation
using Jacobian-vector products with columns from E. In fact, we can get P
and Y = ∂∆y/∂x0:n−1 (which is only block-diagonal) at the same time with[

Y
P

]
E =

[
Ȳ
P̄

]
. (B.2)

To get the full Jacobian, we may use[
Yχ Y
Pχ P

] [
I 0
0 E

]
=

[
Yχ Ȳ
Pχ P̄

]
, (B.3)

where Yχ = ∂∆y/∂χ and Pχ = ∂∆p/∂χ.
There is one final problem to address with this approach. The quater-

nions are represented by four scalars, while the tangent space of rotations
only has three dimensions. In other words, the above approach will not
give the correct Jacobian for on-manifold optimization. To address this,
we consider new residual functions ∆p′k that are also functions of rotation
vectors ψA,0:n−1, ψB,0:n−1, . . . for each rigid body and time-step. These ro-
tation vectors are additional increments to the rotations of all bodies. By
inputting ψA,0:n−1 = ψB,0:n−1 = . . . = 0, these extra inputs can be used to
get the three-dimensional tangent values without interfering with the value
of the residuals. The custom differentiation rule required to achieve this is
explained in Appendix D.2.
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Appendix C. Constrained Linear Least Squares

In each iteration of the Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm, we need to solve
a constrained linear least squares problem of the type

minimize
δχ̄

∥∆z + Jδχ̄∥2W + µ∥δχ̄∥2

subject to χ+ δχ ∈ B.
(C.1)

We restrict B to be a box (B as a convex polytope is still applicable), making
us able to write the constraint as Aδχ̄ ≥ b. Now, introduce a slack variable
w ≥ 0 such that Aδχ̄ = h+w. The Lagrangian is

L(δχ̄,λ) = ∥Jδχ̄+ b∥2W + µ∥δχ̄∥2 + λT (Aδχ̄− b−w). (C.2)

By the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker conditions, we can restate the optimality con-
ditions as an MLCP[

JTWJ+ µI AT

A 0

] [
δχ̄
λ

]
+

[
ATWb
−b

]
=

[
0
w

]
,

λTw = 0, λ,w ≥ 0.

(C.3)

This MLCP is solved using the method outlined in Appendix A.

Appendix D. Custom differentation rules

In this section, we use dot notation to denote tangent vectors or Jacobian
vector products (JVPs):

ẇ =
dw

dx
, (D.1)

and should not be confused with time derivatives.

Appendix D.1. JVP of the linear complementarity problem
Consider the following LCP:

Hz + q = w,

wTq = 0, w, q ≥ 0.
(D.2)

We treat the solver to this LCP can be treated as a function: z = LCP(H,q).
When augmented with tangents, the solver will, in addition to H and q, be
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passed the tangents Ḣ and q̇, and should return the tangent ż in addition
to z. By the complementarity conditions, we can reformulate (D.2) terms of
active indices α and passive indices β:

Ay =
[
−H•α I•β

] [zα
wβ

]
= q. (D.3)

Implicit differentiation yields

Ȧy +Aẏ = ẏ. (D.4)

We can rewrite Ȧy as

Ȧy =
[
−Ḣ•α 0•β

]
y = −Ḣ•αzα = −Ḣz, (D.5)

to have a linear system for ẏ with a right-hand side of known quantities

Aẏ = q̇ + Ḣz. (D.6)

The solution z is related to y by

z =

[
−zα
0

]
=

[
Iαα 0
0 0

] [
zα
wβ

]
= 1α ⊙ y, (D.7)

where 1α is the vector with ones at indices α and zeros elsewhere, and ⊙ is
the element-wise vector product. The tangent is ż = 1α ⊙ ẏ.

Appendix D.2. JVP of quaternion from rotation vector
Zero-valued rotation vectors ψ = 0 are used to carry tangent information

of rotations during optimization. This enables the construction of the correct
Jacobian as well as updates in the form of rotation vectors δψ. These rotation
vectors need to be converted to quaternions, creating a need for custom
differentiation rules for this operation.

Consider a quaternion e that is constructed from a rotation vector ψ =
n̂ψ, where n̂ is a unit vector. We write

e =

[
es
ev

]
=

[
cos ψ

2

sin ψ
2
n̂

]
. (D.8)

The tangent of the scalar component es is

ės =
ψ · u̇
2ψ

sin
ψ

2
(D.9)
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and the tangent of the vector component ev is

ėv =
(ψ̇
ψ
− u · ψ̇

u3

)
sin

u

2
+ n̂

u · ψ̇
2ψ

cos
u

2
. (D.10)

To avoid division by zero, we look at the series expansion of sin and cos:

ėv =
(ψ̇
ψ
− ψ · ψ̇

ψ3

)(ψ
2
− ψ3

233!
+O(ψ5)

)
+ n̂

ψ · ψ̇
2ψ

(
1− ψ2

222!
+O(ψ4)

)
=
ψ̇

2
− 1

24
ψ(ψ · ψ̇) +O(ψ2),

ės =
ψ · ψ̇
2ψ

(
ψ

2
− ψ3

233!
+O(ψ5)

)
= ψ · ψ̇

(1
4
− ψ2

243!
−O(ψ4)

)
.

(D.11)
If we know that ψ = 0, the expression reduces to

ė =

[
0
1
2
ψ̇

]
. (D.12)

Appendix E. Maximum likelihood

The maximum likelihood estimation method for estimating the state vari-
ables and parameters amounts to finding

x̂1:n, χ̂ = argmax
x1:n,χ

p(x1:n,χ|y1:n). (E.1)

We rewrite the likelihood function using Bayes’ theorem for probability dis-
tributions

p(x1:n,χ|y1:n) =
p(y1:n|x1:n,χ)p(x1:n,χ)

p(y1:n)
. (E.2)

Note that p(y1:n) is independent of x1:n and χ, so it can be dropped without
changing the objective:

x̂1:n, χ̂ = argmax
x1:n,χ

p(y1:n|x1:n,χ)p(x1:n,χ). (E.3)

As the observation at time k only depends on the state at time k, we have

p(y1:n|x1:n,χ) =
n∏
k=1

p(yk|xk,χ). (E.4)
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The joint probability distribution can rewritten as

p(x1:n,χ) = p(x1:n|χ)p(χ). (E.5)

Now, since the state at time k only depends on the state at time k − 1, we
have

p(x1:n|χ) = p(xn|x1:n−1,χ)p(x1:n−1,χ)

= p(xn|xn−1,χ)p(x1:n−1,χ)

= p(x1|χ)
n∏
i=2

p(xi|xi−1,χ).

(E.6)

We will assume that p(x1|χ) is a known a prioi. Substituting back in (E.2),
we have

p(x1:n|y1:n) = cp(x1|χ)p(χ)
n∏
k=2

p(xk|xk−1,χ)
n∏
k=1

p(yk|xk,χ), (E.7)

where c comes from the denomenator p(y1:n) of (E.2). By taking the loga-
rithm, we arrive at

− log p(x1:n|y1:n) = c+ log p(χ) + log px0(x
∗
1 − x1)

+
n∑
k=2

log pηk(f(xk−1)− xk) +
n∑
k=1

log pξk(h(xk)− yk). (E.8)

If the distributions pηk and pξk for k = 1, . . . , n are zero-mean Gaussian

pηk(x) =
1√

(2π)n|Q|
exp

(
−1

2
xTQ−1

k x
)
,

pξk(x) =
1√

(2π)n|R|
exp

(
−1

2
xTR−1

k x
)
,

(E.9)

then the non-constant terms are proportional to

J(x1:n) = ∥x∗
1−x1∥2Q−1

1
+

n∑
k=2

∥f(xk−1)−xk∥2Q−1
i
+

n∑
k=1

∥(h(xi)−yi)∥2R−1
i
+ρ(χ),

(E.10)
where ρ is some penalty on χ takes its form depending on p(χ). That is,
maximizing the likelihood function with uniform p(χ) is equivalent to solving
a non-linear least squares objective.
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Appendix F. Frictional hinge joint

The frictional hinge joint is a package of several kinematic constraints.
The basic parameters are compliance, damping, and location and orientation
of the two attachment frames. The frictional hinge joint optionally requires
a viscous drag coefficient b, a dry frictional constant µ associated with the
internal geometry as captured a distance r, and motor shaft inertia Jshaft.

The starting point is a holonomic hinge constraint. Consider two coor-
dinate systems, a and b, attached to rigid bodies or the global frame. We
impose the following restriction

0 = g(q) =

 ra − rbe
(a)
x · e(b)y
e
(a)
x · e(b)z

 , (F.1)

where the rotation matrices Ra =
[
e
(a)
x e

(a)
y e

(a)
z

]
and Rb =

[
e
(b)
x e

(b)
y e

(b)
z

]
describe the orientation of the frames a and b. Note that the compliance pa-
rameter will have different units when it is connected to translational and
rotational constraints. As such, a frictional hinge joint has two compliance
parameters.

We use a regularized non-holonomic constraint to model velocity propor-
tional friction (viscous friction). The viscous friction coefficient is labeled b.
The friction should act in the rotational plane spanned by the null space of G
(the Jacobian of g). To this end, we let Ḡ =

[
01×3 (e

(b)
x )T

]
. The equation

we impose to achieve viscous drag is

Ḡkvk+1 +
1

bh
λb = 0. (F.2)

We also include an option to control the hinge by a motor, modeled as an
additional non-holonomic constraint. To account for extra inertia of the
shaft, Jshaft, we model the motor by

J−1
shaftλmotor + Ḡvk+1 = Ḡvk + J−1

shaftτmotor, (F.3)

where λmotor is a Lagrange multiplier. To model Coulomb friction, we replace
the holonomic constraint (F.1) with two contact constraints based on the
same function with opposite sign, g(q) ≥ 0 and −g(q) ≥ 0, and construct
the MLCP model described in Section 2.4. We form D̄ by D̄ =

[
GT −GT

]T
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and the row vector of friction coefficients could either have unique entries or
be grouped in the following way:

U =
[
rµ rµ rµ µ µ,

]
(F.4)

where r is a distance parameter that depends on the internal geometry of
the joint.

Appendix G. Data

Appendix G.1. Pendulum
All five pendulum time-series are recorded by releasing the pendulum

from an almost upright position. The joint angles over time can be seen in
Figure G.8.
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Figure G.8: Observation data for all five time-series of the real pendulum.

Appendix G.2. Real Furuta pendulum
Three different time-series of observations are collected using the real

Furuta pendulum. The time-series for the release scenario is recorded by
releasing the Furuta pendulum from an upright position. The data can be
seen in Figure G.9. The time-series for the pulse scenario is recorded by using
a one-second pulse as the control signal. The resulting data and control signal
is seen in Figure G.11.
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Finally, the swing-up scenario is recorded by using a closed-loop energy-
shaping controller. The resulting data and control signal is seen in Fig-
ure G.11. The details of the energy-shaping controller are left out as it is the
recorded control signal, as seen in Figure G.11, that is used for open-loop
control in the parameter estimation experiments.
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Figure G.9: Observation data and control signal of the real Furuta pendulum release
scenario.

Appendix G.3. Simulated Furuta pendulum
The Furuta pendulum model that we use to generate the synthetic data

has the parameters seen in Table G.5. The time-step is set to h = 10−4 s and
the initial configuration is at θ1 = 0 and θ2 = (π−0.03) rad at zero constraint
violation and zero velocity. The simulated trajectory is seen in Figure G.12.
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Figure G.10: Observation data and control signal of the real Furuta pendulum swing-up
scenario.

Table G.5: Parameters used to generate the synthetic measurement data.

l1 0.128m
lA 0.248m
l2 0.92m
τ1, τ2 0.02 s

ϵ
(ℓ)
1 , ϵ

(ℓ)
2 10−6m/N

ϵ
(r)
1 , ϵ

(r)
2 10−6 rad/N

b1 10−3 kgs−1

b2 10−4 kgs−1

mA 0.238 kg
mB 0.428 kg
Jshaft 1× 10−4 kgm2

diag (JA)
[
10−4 0.003 0.003

]T
kgm2

diag (JB)
[
10−4 0.004 0.004

]T
kgm2

gacc
[
0 −9.82 0

]T
ms−2
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Figure G.11: Observation data and control signal of the real Furuta pendulum pulse
scenario.
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Figure G.12: Synthetic observation data from the simulated Furuta pendulum.
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