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1 Introduction 

Robotic manipulators have been extensively used in civilian 

industry (Brogrådh, 2007) and aerospace industry (Li et al., 

2010; Muelaner et al., 2011). In these applications, robot 

control has become a key challenging issue (Hacioglu et al., 

2011; Hu et al., 2012; Spong et al., 2006). In regarding to 

the tracking error, it is only an ideal case to it to converge to 

zero. As a matter of fact, the request for a zero tracking 

error is unnecessary and unachievable. For example, most of 

robot control algorithms are asymptotically stable, which 

need infinite-time to stabilize tracking error to zero. In 

industrial applications, it is enough to stabilize tracking 

errors within a desired residual interval around zero in 

finite-time, which is called “practical stability” (Khalil, 

2002). With the continuous improvements of industrial 

production, high precision control of robots requires smaller 

residual set and shorter settling time. 

In a realistic scenario, perfect knowledge of dynamic 

model of manipulator can never ever be assumed. Indeed, 

model uncertainties are frequently encountered in robot 

control, such as unknown or changing payload, friction, 

backlash, flexible joints or robot parts for which only 

simplified dynamical models are available (Abdallah et al., 

1991). In general, neglecting the mentioned model 

uncertainties may cause significant performance 

degradation in terms of tracking accuracy and attainable 

velocity (Sage et al., 1999; Umar et al., 2014; Wang et al., 

2014; Xiao et al., 2013). Consequently robust control has 

been brought in to deal with the uncertainties. Robust 

control has a fixed controller structure and is simple to 

implement. By using minimal information about the system 

such as bounds of uncertainty, robust control can deal with 

almost all of the mentioned uncertainties effectively (De 

Persis, 2009; Fiacchini et al., 2010; Xu et al., 2009). There 

have been many achievements on robust control for robotic 

manipulators (Spong et al., 1987; Spong, 1992; Chiu et al., 

2004; Mauder, 2008; Bascetta et al., 2010).  

In general, robust control of robots is composed of three 

basic protocols. One is the nominal control, which is used to 

eliminate the known dynamics of robotic manipulators. The 

second is PD or PD like feedback control, which is used to 

stabilize the robot systems. And the third is a discontinuous 

control, which is used to cope with system uncertainty. 

Practically, the implementation of discontinuous controllers 

is characterized by the phenomenon of chattering. An 

effective method to avoid chattering is to approximate the 

discontinuous control law by a continuous one. This 

controller design philosophy is called Lyapunov redesign 

(Khalil, 2002). Due to the approximation, practical stability 

can be achieved instead of asymptotical stability. In 

conventional robot robust control, linear feedback control 

and/or linear general error are employed to design controller 

(Spong, 1992; Kim et al., 2005). Though these algorithms 

can obtain satisfactory performance to some extent, high 

control gains are needed for high precision and fast 

convergence. High-gain control action of these classical 

controllers may deteriorate the performance in the presence 

of actuator saturations and neglected resonant dynamics. 

Non-smooth control such as sliding mode control (Utkin 

et al., 2009; Zhao et al., 2009) and finite time control (Du et 

al., 2011; Li et al., 2011; Ou et al., 2012; Zhao et al., 2010) 

have strong robustness. In light of Lyapunov redesign and 

non-smooth control principles, a new robot non-smooth 

robust control is proposed in this paper. Compared with 

existing robust control of robots (Spong et al., 1987; Spong, 

1992; Chiu et al., 2004; Mauder, 2008; Bascetta et al., 

2010), the new approach can achieve smaller residual set 

and faster converging speed. The estimating method for 

residual set and settling time are initially presented with 

stability analysis. 

The reset of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 

2, the robotic manipulator dynamic model and its properties 

are presented for subsequent development. In Section 3, the 

main results of this paper are presented with corresponding 

theoretical analysis. In Section 4, illustrative examples are 

presented to validate the effectiveness of the proposed 

approach. Finally, in Section 5, some concluding remarks 

are given. 

 

2 Robotic manipulator dynamic model 

Consider a general n-link rigid robotic manipulator dynamic 

equation: 

       ,M q q C q q q Fq G q d t      (1) 

where , , nq q q R  are the joint position, velocity and 

acceleration vectors, respectively,   n nM q R   is the 

inertia matrix,  , n nC q q R   is the Coriolis and centrifugal 

matrix, n nF R   is the diagonal matrix of viscous friction 

coefficients,   n nG q R   is the gravity torque vector, 

  nd t R  is the external disturbance vector, nR   is the 

control input vector. 

Property 1: For all q , matrix  M q  is symmetric and 

positive definite and satisfies:   MM q  , 

 m MI M q I   , I  is an identity matrix with 

appropriate dimension, , , 0M m M    . 

Property 2: For all q  and q ,  , cC q q q , 0c  . 

Property 3: For all q ,   gG q  , 0g  . 

Property 4: For all q  and q , matrix    2 ,M q C q q  is 

always skew symmetric, that is, for a vector nx R , there 

must be     2 , 0Tx M q C q q x  . 

In this study,   denotes Euclidean norm for vectors and 

induced norm for matrices.  min max A   denotes 

minimum/maximum eigenvalue for matrix n nA  . 

Assumption 1: Dynamic equation (1) includes known parts 

and unknown parts, the following equations are satisfied: 

     0M q M q M q   

     0, , ,C q q C q q C q q   

0F F F   
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     0G q G q G q   

By using Assumption 1, dynamic equation (1) can be 

rewritten as: 

       0 0 0 0,M q q C q q q F q G q t       (2) 

where   nt R  denotes system uncertainty, which is 

expressed as follows: 

          ,t M q q C q q q Fq G q d t         

 

3 Non-smooth robust control 

Let ,d d nq q R  be the desired joint position and velocity 

vectors, respectively. Define position error and velocity 

error as: 

d

d

e q q

e q q

  


 
 (3) 

Before defining command vector, we introduce the 

following notation: 

 r

i i ie e sign e


  (4) 

1
if 0

0 if 0

r i i i
i

i

e e e
e

e




 
 



 (5) 

where 0 1  , 0   is a small positive number, 

1, ,i n .  

With reference to (3)-(5), command vector and its 

derivative are defined as: 

r d r

r d r

q q e

q q e

  


 
 (6) 

where  is diagonal positive definite matrices, 

1 , ,
T

r r r

ne e e    , 1 , ,
T

r r r

ne e e    . 

Then, general error vector and its derivative are defined 

as: 

r

r

r q q

r q q

  


 
 (7) 

Remark 1: The proposed general error is different from 

conventional linear general error, which is defined as 

r̂ e e  . Due to decimal power rule, it has terminal 

converging ability. Note that (5) is singular free (Man et al., 

1997). 

In terms of definitions (6) and (7), dynamic equation (2) 

can be rewritten as: 

       0 0 0, , , ,r rM q r C q q r h q q q q t      (8) 

where  0 , , ,r rh q q q q  represents the known parts of system 

dynamics, which is expressed as follows: 

       0 0 0 0 0, , , ,r r r rh q q q q M q q C q q q F q G q      

For dynamic equation (8), robot robust control algorithms 

can be designed. For example, by re-structuring the 

representation of robot model uncertainty, a robust 

controller is designed by using linear PD feedback control 

law (Bascetta et al., 2010; Kim et al., 2005). However, high 

gains are required to achieve high control precision and fast 

convergence in these approaches. 

Assumption 2: The desired joint position trajectory dq  and 

its time derivatives dq , dq  are bounded smooth signals. 

Assumption 3: External disturbance d  is bounded by 

d D , 0D  . 

Assumption 4: Suppose control input is v   .   is a 

polynomial type control law. v  is a saturation type control 

law. They will be designed in the following. 

Assumption 5:   can be bounded by the following 

polynomial: 

2

0 1 2c c q c q      

where 
0 1 2, , 0c c c   are positive real numbers. 

Lemma 1: Consider the n-link rigid robotic manipulator in 

equation (1), if the control system uses a polynomial-type of 

controller, then system uncertainty can be bounded by the 

following inequality (Man et al., 1997). 

2

0 1 2b b q b q      

where 0 1 2, , 0b b b   are positive real numbers. 

Assumption 6: According to Property 1-5 and Assumption 

1-5, the following assumption is made: 

 ,q q v      

where  
2

0 1 2,q q b b q b q     and 0 1  . 

In light Lemma 1 and using Assumption 1-5, one can 

make Assumption 6 easily. It is applicable for most of robot 

control systems. Although the aforementioned assumptions 

show that the bound of system uncertainty   is control 

input related, only the controller structures are required in a 

priori. It will be validated in the stability analysis and 

simulation studies. 

The non-smooth robust controller is designed as: 

v    (9) 

   0 1 2, , ,r rh q q q q K r K sig r


      (9a) 

 

 2

,
if

1

,
if

1

q q r
r

r
v

q q r
r









 


 


 

 



 (9b) 

where 1 2, n nK K R   are diagonal positive definite matrices, 

0 1  , 0   is a small positive number. 

For a vector nx R ,  sig x


 is defined as follows 

(Haimo, 1986): 
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     1 1 , ,
T

n nsig x x sign x x sign x
   

 
 

In control law (9),  0 , , ,r rh q q q q  is nominal control 

used to eliminate known dynamic part of robotic 

manipulator,  1 2K r K sig r


   is non-smooth feedback 

control used to stabilize the system, v  is saturation control 

used to cope with system uncertainty. 

Remark 2: Because decimal power rule is employed by 

general error r  and feedback control law 

 1 2K r K sig r


  , the non-smooth robust control has 

strong terminal converging ability, that is, it can achieve 

higher precision and faster convergence speed. 

The following two Lemmas are used in stability analysis 

(Yu et al., 2005): 

Lemma 2: Assume 
1 0a  , 

2 0a 
 

and 0 1c  , the 

following inequality holds: 

 1 2 1 2

c c ca a a a     

Lemma 3: Suppose 
1 2, , , na a a  and 0 2p   are all 

positive numbers, then the following inequality holds: 

   
2

2 2 2

1 2 1 2

p
p p p

n na a a a a a         

Theorem 1: For n-link rigid robotic manipulator (1), if 

general error is defined as (7) and control law is designed as 

(9), the closed loop system will be practically stable, that is, 

position error and velocity error will converge to the 

following residual sets in finite time T : 

2

3

min

,
4

M

r

m

r r
k

 




 

  
       

  
 

  

 
1

e i i ie e 
 

    
 

  

 2e i ie e      

2

0 3

2
min

2

4

ml
T t

k


 





    

where 0t  is the initial time, i  is the ith diagonal element of 

 , 1, ,i n . 

Proof: Consider the following Lyapunov function: 

 
1

2

TV r M q r  (10) 

According to Property 1, V  satisfies the following 

inequality: 

   1 2r V r    (11) 

where  
2

1

1

2
mr r  ,  

2

2

1

2
Mr r  . It is 

obvious that  1 r  and  2 r  are class K  functions.  

Differentiating V  with respect to time along closed loop 

equation (8) gives rise to: 

    

   

0

0

, , ,

1
,

2

T r r

T T

V r h q q q q t

r M q r r C q q r

   

 
 (12) 

By using Property 4 and substituting   into (12), one can 

get: 

   1 2

T T T TV r K r r K sig r r v r t


      (13) 

 
12

1 2
1 1

n n
T T

i i i i
i i

V k r k r r v r t





 

       (14) 

where 
1ik  and 

2ik , 1, ,i n , are ith diagonal elements of 

1K  and 
2K , respectively. 

When r  , substituting control law v  into (14) leads 

to: 

 
 

12

1 2
1 1

,

1

n n
T

i i i i
i i

r q q
V k r k r r t

 






 

     


 (15) 

 
 

12

1 2
1 1

,

1

n n

i i i i
i i

r q q
V k r k r r t

 






 

     


 (16) 

Consider Assumption 6 we have: 

12

1 2
1 1

n n

i i i i
i i

V k r k r
 

 

     (17) 

Let  1min min 1k K  and  2min min 2k K , then define 

 min 1min 2minmin ,k k k . The following inequality holds: 

 12

min
1 1

n n

i i
i i

V k r r
 

 

     (18) 

In light of Lemma 2 and Lemma 3, one can get the 

following inequality: 

 2 1

minV k r r
 

    (19) 

Note that inequality 
3

2 1
22r r r







   holds for all r . 

Accordingly, the following intquality is satified: 

3

2
min2V k r

 

   (20) 

Let  
3

2
3 min2r k r






 . It is obvious that  3 r  is a 

class K  function. Appearantly, as r  : 

 3 0V r    (21) 

When r  , substitute control law v  into (14), it 

yields: 

 
 

22

3

,

1

rq q
V r r


 

 
   


 (22) 

By taking into consideration Assumption 6, the following 

inequality is obtained: 
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2 2

3

r
V r r


 


     (23) 

Note that the term 
2 2r r     attains a maximum 

value 4  at 2r   . Therefore: 

 3
4

V r


    (24) 

Inequality (24) is held whenever r  . On the other 

hand, when r  , V  satisfies: 

   3 3
4

V r r


       (25) 

Thus inequality (24) is satisfied irrespective of the value 

of r . Take 0l  , choose    1

3 2 12 l     and 

    1 1

3 2 12 l       . According to Lyapunov 

redesign method (Khalil, 2002), there must be: 

 3

1

2
V r  , r l    (26) 

Choose       1

0 2 1r t l     ,  0r t  is the initial 

value of  r t  at time 
0t , settling time and bounds of  r t  

can be estimated as T  and 
r , respectively. 

If r   , the following equation holds: 

 i i i i ie e sign e


   , i    (27) 

Equation (27) can be further written as follows: 

     0i i i i i i ie e sign e e sign e
 

     (28) 

If   0i i i ie sign e


   , equation (28) is still kept in 

the form of general error (7). Position error will converge to 

the following region: 

 
1

e i i ie e 
 

    
 

 (29) 

According to equation (29), velocity error will converge 

to the following region:  

 2e i ie e     (30) 

Accordingly, position error and velocity error will 

converge to the residual sets e  and e  in a finite time T , 

respectively. 

This completes the proof.   □ 

If we choose 1  , 1  , 1 2K K K  , control law (9) 

will be smooth robust control (Khalil, 2002): 

ˆˆ v̂    (31) 

 0
ˆˆ ˆ ˆ ˆ, , ,r rh q q q q Kr     (31a) 

 

 2

ˆ , ˆ
ˆif

ˆ1
ˆ

ˆ , ˆ
ˆif

1

q q r
r

r
v

q q r
r









 


 


 

 



 (31b) 

where   and   are same as equation (9), ˆ rq , ˆ rq  and r̂  

are defined as: 

ˆ

ˆ

r d

r d

q q e

q q e

  


 

 

ˆ ˆrr q q   

Subject to control law (31), 
ie  and 

ie  will converge to 

the following residual sets in finite-time. 

1

2

ˆ

min

ˆ ˆ ˆˆ ˆ ,
4

M

r

m

r r
k

 



 
  

       
  

 

  

 ˆ
e i i ie e       

 ˆ2e i ie e      

2

0 2

min

2ˆ

4

ml
T t

k

 




    

The stability analysis and estimating methods of control 

law (31) are similar to those of Theorem 1. 

Remark 3: High precision control means smaller residual 

set and shorter settling time. For fair comparison, choose 

dimensionless position error and velocity error. This also 

means that ir , îr  and   far less than 1 in the steady state. 

Because 0 1  , 
2 1

3 2



 and 

3
2

2

 
 , ˆ    and 

r rT T . The above comparisons intuitively show that non-

smooth robust control has smaller residual sets and shorter 

settling time than those of smooth robust control. This will 

be further validated by simulation results.  

The controller design procedure is summarized as: 

Step 1: Define position error, command vector and general 

error according to equation (3)-(7). 

Step 2: Design control law as (9). 

Step 3: Initially choose appropriate controller parameters 

according to the required control precision and settling time. 

Step 4: Slightly retune the controller parameters using a trial 

and error method until the performance is satisfying. 

 

4 Illustrative example 

Two examples are given in this section. One is used to 

illustrate the effectiveness of the non-smooth general error, 

and the other is used to illustrate the effectiveness of the 

proposed non-smooth robust control for robotic 

manipulators. 

4.1 Comparison study for general error 
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Consider a 2-second nonlinear system: 

1 2

2 0.1sin 20

x x

x t u




 
  

Conventional smooth general error is defined as: 

2 1

2 2

r x x

r x x

 


 
  

The non-smooth general error is defined as: 

 2 1 1r x x sign x


    

1

2 1 2 1

2 1

if 0

if 0

x x x x
r

x x




  
 



  

To fairly compare these general errors, a standard smooth 

robust control is designed by using Lyapunov redesign: 

ru x r v      

 

 

0

2

0

,
if

1

,
if

1

t x r
r

r
v

t x s
r









 


 


 

  

  

where 0.02  , 0.01  , 0.12  , 0 0.4  . 

Note that linear PD type feedback control is used here. 

Under this control law, the different performances of two 

types of general errors can be revealed more clearly.  

Figure 1 is the evolution of system state 
1x . Solid line is 

non-smooth general error and dashed line is smooth general 

error. It is obvious that the proposed non-smooth general 

error has faster converging speed and smaller residual set 

than those of smooth general error. Figure 2 shows the 

control input. From the simulation results, we can see that 

the proposed non-smooth general error has terminal 

converging power. This is consistent with the theoretical 

analysis. 

 

 
 

Figure 1 
1x  with respect to time 

 

 
 
Figure 2 Control input u  

 

4.2 Control performance of a robotic manipulator 

 

 
 
Figure 3 2-link robotic manipulator 
 

Consider a 2-link rigid robotic manipulator (see Figure 3). 

Its dynamic equation is given as: 

   

 

   

 

 

 

11 2 12 2 1

12 2 22 2

12 2 1 12 2 1 1 1 1 2

12 2 2 2 2 1 2

1 1

2 2

2 ,

0 ,

a q a q q

a q a q

b q q b q q q c q q
g

b q q q c q q

d

d





   
   

  

     
     

    

   
    
   

  

     2 2

11 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 1 2 2 12 cosa q m m r m r m r r q J       

   2

12 2 2 2 2 1 2 2cosa q m r m r r q    

2

22 2 2 2a m r J    

   12 2 2 1 2 2sinb q m r r q   

       1 1 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 1 2, cos cosc q q m m r q m r q q      

   2 1 2 2 2 1 2, cosc q q m r q q    

The parameter values are chosen as: 1 1mr  , 2 0.8mr  , 

1 5kgmJ  , 2 5kgmJ  , 1 0.5kgm   and 2 1.5kgm  . The 

desired trajectories are given as: 

    4

1 1.25 7 / 5 7 / 20d t tq e e      

  4

2 1.25 1/ 4d t tq e e      
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The initial values of system states are assumed to be: 

 1 0 1.0q  ,  2 0 1.5q  ,  1 0 0q   and  2 0 0q  . 

External disturbances are assumed to be: 

   1 2sin 0.5sin 200d t t    

   2 cos 2 0.5sin 200d t t    

The nominal values of 
1m  and 

2m  are assumed to be 

10 0.4kgm   and 
20 1.2kgm  .  

To validate the effectiveness of the proposed approach, 

non-smooth robust control and smooth control are 

compared. 
 

Table 1   Controller parameters 

 

 
 

Figure 4 Position tracking error (non-smooth 1 3  , 

1 3  ) 

 

 

 

Figure 5 Velocity tracking error (non-smooth 1 3  , 

1 3  ) 

 

 
 

Figure 6 General error (non-smooth 1 3  , 1 3  ) 

 

 
 

Figure 7 Control input (non-smooth 1 3  , 1 3  ) 

 

 
 

Figure 8 Position tracking error (smooth 1  , 1  ) 

 

 
 

Figure 9 Velocity tracking error (smooth 1  , 1  ) 

 

Controller Parameters 

Non-

smooth 

robust 

control 

 1,1diag  , 1 3  , 0.01  , 

 1 2 2.5,2.5K K diag  , 1 3  , 

0.02  , 0.4  , 
0 1.5b  , 

1 1b  , 

2 1b   

Smooth 

robust 

control 

 1,1diag  , 1  , 0.01  , 

 1 2 2.5,2.5K K diag  , 1  , 

0.02  , 0.4  , 
0 1.5b  , 

1 1b  , 

2 1b   
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Figure 10 General error (smooth 1  , 1  ) 

 

 
 

Figure 11 Control input (smooth 1  , 1  ) 

 

Table 2 Residual set and settling time 

 

From Table 1, one can see that all the parameters of 

smooth robust controller are same as non-smooth robust 

controller except that 1   and 1  . This shows that the 

comparisons are fair. 

Figure 4-Figure 7 are the performance of non-smooth 

robust controller. Figure 4 is the position tracking error. 

Figure 5 is the velocity tracking error. Figure 6 is the 

general error. Figure 7 the is control input (joint torque). 

From these simulation results, it can be seen that position 

error and velocity error can converge to a small residual set 

in finite-time. The control input is bounded and continuous. 

This validates the effectiveness of the proposed approach. 

Figure 8-Figure 11 show the performance of smooth robust 

controller. To further compare these two approaches, Table 

2 lists the residual sets of position errors, velocity errors and 

general errors with corresponding settling times of non-

smooth robust controller and smooth robust controller, 

respectively. From Table 2, one can see that the proposed 

approach has smaller residual sets and shorter settling times. 

Note that Figure 5 and Figure 9 are control inputs of non-

smooth and smooth robust control, respectively. From these 

two Figure s, we can see that the control inputs of these two 

approaches are similar. It means that non-smooth robust 

control can achieve higher precision with fast convergence 

speed without using high control gains. This is attributed to 

the non-smooth general error and feedback control. 
 

5 Conclusions 

Facing the challenging issue on dealing with uncertainty 

encountered in robotic manipulator systems. This paper has 

developed a new non-smooth robust control algorithm. The 

associated questions on stability analysis, estimating 

residual set and settling time have been properly addressed 

by using Lyapunov redesign method.  

It is worthwhile noting that the paper has provided new 

solutions to robust control of robot. Compared with exist-

ing smooth robust algorithms, the proposed approach can 

stabilize robot tracking error into a smaller residual interval 

with a faster convergence speed. Hence, it can achieve high 

precision practical stability control. 

 

Acknowledgement 

This work is partially supported by the Nature Science 

Foundation of China under Grant 61004080, 61273188 and 

61473312, Shandong Provincial Natural Science Foundation 

under Grant ZR2011FM003, China and Fundamental 

Research Funds for the Central Universities of China, 

Development of Key Technologies Project of Qingdao 

Economic and Technological Development Zone under 

Grant 2011-2-52, Taishan Scholar Construction Engineering 

Special Funding. 

 

 

References 

Abdallah, C., Dawson, D., Dorato, P., and Jamshidi, M. (1991). 
Survey of robust control for rigid robots. IEEE Control 
Systems Magazine, Vol. 11, No. 2, pp.24-30. 

Bascetta, L., and Rocco, P. (2010). Revising the robust-control de-
sign for rigid robot manipulators. IEEE Transactions on Ro-
botics, Vol. 26, No. 1, pp.180-187. 

Brogrådh, T. (2007). Present and future robot control 
development—An industrial perspective. Annual Reviews in 
Control, Vol. 31, No. 1, pp.69-79. 

Chiu, C.-S., Lian, K.-Y., and Wu, T.-C. (2004). Robust adaptive 
motion/force tracking control design for uncertain constrained 
robot manipulators. Automatica, Vol. 40, No. 12, pp.2111-
2119. 

Controller Setting time ( s ) Residual set 

Non-

smooth 

robust 

control 

1 3   

1 3   

=2.2523t  -5

1 7.0349 10e    

=1.9753t  -5

2 7.7315 10e    

2.1250t   -4

1 1.3057 10e    

1.2158t   -4

2 1.7077 10e    

=1.9597t  0.0040r   

Smooth 

robust 

control 

1   

1   

4.2898t   -3

1 1.4000 10e    

3.9908t   -3

2 1.5000 10e    

4.9349t   -3

1 1.1000 10e    

3.4946t   -4

2 9.0484 10e    

2.2379t   0.0045r   



 9 

De Persis, C. (2009). Robust stabilization of nonlinear systems by 
quantized and ternary control. Systems and control Letters Vol. 
58, No. 8, pp. 602-608. 

Du, H., Li, S., and Qian, C. (2011). Finite-time attitude tracking 
control of spacecraft with application to attitude 
synchronization. IEEE Automatic Control, Vol. 56, No. 11, 
pp.2711-2717. 

Fiacchini, M., Alamo, T., and Camacho, E.F. (2010). On the com-
putation of convex robust control invariant sets for nonlinear 
systems. Automatica, Vol. 46, No. 8, pp.1334-1338. 

Hacioglu, Y., Arslan, Y.Z., Yagiz, N. (2011). MIMO fuzzy slid-
ing mode controlled dual arm robot in load transportation. 
Journal of the Franklin Institute, Vol. 348, No. 8, pp.1886-
1902. 

Haimo, V.P. (1986). Finite time controller. SIAM Journal of Con-
trol and Optimization, Vol. 24, No. 4, pp.760-770. 

Hu, Q., Xu, L., Zhang, A. (2012). Adaptive backstepping trajec-
tory tracking control of robot manipulator, Journal of the 
Franklin Institute, Vol. 394, No. 3, pp.1087-1105. 

Li, S., Ding, S., Li, Q. (2010). Global set stabilization of the 
spacecraft attitude control problem based on quaternion, In-
ternational Journal of Robust and Nonlinear Control, Vol. 20, 
No. 1, pp.84-105. 

Li, S., Du, H., and Lin, X. (2011). Finite-time consensus algorithm 
for multi-agent systems with double-integrator dynamics. Au-
tomatica, Vol. 47, No. 8, pp.1706-1712. 

Liu, G., and Goldenberg, A.A. (1996). Comparative study of 
robust saturation-based control robot manipulators: analysis 
and ex-periments. The International Journal of Robotics 
Research, Vol.15, No. 5, pp.473-491. 

Man, Z., and Yu, X. (1997). Adaptive terminal sliding mode track-
ing control for rigid robotic manipulators with uncertain dy-
namics. JSME International Journal Series C, Vol. 40, No. 3, 
pp.493-502. 

Mauder, M. (2008). Robust tracking control of nonholonomic 
dynamic systems with application to the bi-steerable mobile 
robot. Automatica, Vol. 44, No. 10, pp.2588-2592. 

Muelaner, J.E., Wang, Z., and Maropoulos, P.G. (2011). Concepts 
for and analysis of a high accuracy and high capacity (HAHC) 
aerospace robot. Proceedings IMechE Part B: Journal of En-
gineering Manufacture, Vol. 225, No. 8, pp.139-1399. 

Khalil, H.K. (2002). Nonlinear systems (3rd). New Jersey: Pren-
tice-Hall. 

Kim, H.S., Cho, Y.M., and Lee K.-II. (2006). Robust nonlinear 
task space control for 6DOF parallel manipulators. 
Automatica, Vol. 41, No. 9, pp.1591-1600. 

Ou, M., Du, H., Li, S. (2012). Finite-time control of multiple 
nonholonomic mobile robots. Journal of the Franklin Institute, 
Vol. 394, No. 9, pp. 2834-2860. 

Sage, H.G., Mathelin, DE M.F., and Ostertag, E. (1999). Robust 
control of robot manipulators: a survey. International Journal 
of Control, Vol. 72, No. 16, pp.1498-1522. 

Spong, M.W., Thorp, J.S., and Kleinwaks J.M. (1987). Robust mi-
croprocessor control of robot manipulators. Automatica, 
Vol.23, No. 3, pp.373-379. 

Spong, M.W. (1992). On the robust control of robot manipulators. 
IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, Vol. 37, No. 11, 
pp.1782-1786. 

Spong, M.W., Hutchinson, S., and Vidyasagar, M. (2006). Robot 
Modeling and Control. New York: Wiley. 

Umar, S.N.H., Bakar, E.A., Soaid, M.S. and Samad, Z. (2014) 
‘Study on multi tasks of line following differential wheeled 
mobile robot for in-class project’, International Journal of 
Modelling, Identification and Control, Vol. 21, No. 1, pp.47–
53. 

Utkin, V., Guldner, J., and Shi, J. (2009). Sliding Mode Control in 
Electro-Mechanical Systems (2end). London: CRC Press. 

Wang, D., Wang, J., Zhu, X. and Shao, Y. (2014) ‘Determination 
of optimal measurement configurations for polishing robot 

calibration’, International Journal of Modelling, Identification 
and Control, Vol. 21, No. 2, pp.211–222. 

Xiao, B., Su, H., Zhao, Y. and Chen, X. (2013) ‘Ant colony 
optimisation algorithm-based multi-robot exploration’, 
International Journal of Modelling, Identification and Control, 
Vol. 18, No. 1, pp.41–46. 

Xu, J., Xie, L., and Wang, Y. (2009). Simultaneous stabilization 
and robust control of polynomial nonlinear systems using SOS 
techniques. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, Vol. 54, 
No. 8, pp.1892-1897. 

Yu, S., Yu, X., Shirinzadeh, B., and Man, Z. (2005). Continuous 
finite-time control for robotic manipulators with terminal 
sliding mode. Automatica, Vol. 41, No. 11, pp.1957-1964. 

Zhao, D., Li, S., and Gao, F. (2009). A new terminal sliding mode 
control for robotic manipulators. International Journal of 
Control, Vol. 82, No. 10, pp.1804-1813. 

Zhao, D., Li, S., Zhu, Q., and Gao, F. (2010). Robust finite-time 
control approach for robotic manipulators. IET Control Theory 
and Applications, Vol. 4, No. 1, pp.1-15. 

 

 


