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Abstract

Although robotic manipulators are used in an ever-growing range of applications, robot manufacturers typically
follow a “one-fits-all” philosophy, employing identical manipulators in various settings. This often leads to
suboptimal performance, as general-purpose designs fail to exploit particularities of tasks. The development of
custom, task-tailored robots is hindered by long, cost-intensive development cycles and the high cost of customized
hardware. Recently, various computational design methods have been devised to overcome the bottleneck of
human engineering. In addition, a surge of modular robots allows quick and economical adaptation to changing
industrial settings. This work proposes an approach to automatically designing and optimizing robot morphologies
tailored to a specific environment. To this end, we learn the inverse kinematics for a wide range of different
manipulators. A fully differentiable framework realizes gradient-based fine-tuning of designed robots and inverse
kinematics solutions. Our generative approach accelerates the generation of specialized designs from hours with
optimization-based methods to seconds, serving as a design co-pilot that enables instant adaptation and effective
human-AlI collaboration. Numerical experiments show that our approach finds robots that can navigate cluttered
environments, manipulators that perform well across a specified workspace, and can be adapted to different
hardware constraints. Finally, we demonstrate the real-world applicability of our method by setting up a modular

robot designed in simulation that successfully moves through an obstacle course.

1 Introduction

Robotic manipulators are traditionally designed by human ex-
perts. Although engineers can invent and adapt complex ma-
chines under strict constraints, such development processes
are constrained by long development cycles, the availabil-
ity of the workforce, and human imagination. In addition,
focusing on standardized solutions allows manufacturers to
achieve cost reductions through economies of scale. As a re-
sult, industrially available manipulators are general-purpose
machines without being optimized for the specific scenar-
ios in which they are deployed. Modular reconfigurable
robots offer a promising alternative by enabling rapid and
cost-effective hardware reconfiguration of standardized com-
ponents. However, determining the optimal configuration of
pre-manufactured hardware modules for a given task remains
a difficult and actively researched problem [Hoffman et al.|
2025, [Kiilz et al.| [2025]]. Crucially, the performance of a
robot depends both on its morphology and how it can be con-
trolled, making joint optimization of module configuration
and robot motion a central challenge. Traditional approaches
rely either on human experience or optimization-based meth-
ods that, while systematic, are computationally expensive and
hence impractical for rapid design iterations.

Recent advances in generative artificial intelligence (AI)
have demonstrated transformative potential for industrial de-
sign processes [Mueller and Mikelsons| [2025]]. Figure [T]
illustrates an emerging design paradigm in which generative
models enable rapid exploration and interactive human-Al
collaboration, akin to large language models. As demon-
strated by |Schulz et al.|[2017]], even novice designers can be
enabled to create functional robots if given a curated selection
of options, highlighting the potential of collaborative human-
computer engineering. Existing generative approaches for
robotic design have shown promise in applications such as
soft robots [Wang et al.l 2023a]] and individual robot com-
ponents such as grippers [Ha et al., 2020]. However, these
approaches often struggle to incorporate economic and man-
ufacturability considerations, such as a standardization of
parts [Stella and Hughes|, [2023]], especially in the absence of
application-specific curated datasets. Moreover, many gen-
erative approaches focus on hardware alone, ignoring the
challenges that arise in controlling novel designs. Another
line of work focuses on optimizing initial designs through
iterative methods [Ma et al., 2021, Xu et al., 2021]]. However,
optimization-based approaches are computationally expen-
sive and typically converge to single solutions, limiting their
utility for rapid design exploration and interactive human-Al
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Figure 1: Task-tailored manipulators, especially modular
robots, are often designed through slow, manual engineering
workflows. We introduce a generative model that produces
diverse task-tailored robots within seconds, enabling rapid
exploration of alternatives, paving the way towards support-
ing engineers in an interactive, co-pilot role.

collaboration.

Beyond merely generating novel robot morphologies, au-
tomated robot design must address a fundamental challenge
to enable rapid, interactive design exploration: the intricate
coupling between the morphology of a robot and its capacity
to execute specific tasks [Cheney et al.,2016|]. The kinemat-
ics of a manipulator, particularly the reachability of desired
poses in potentially cluttered environments, serves as a de-
cisive criterion for assessing design quality [Campos et al.,
2020, [Romuti et al., 2023}, [Hoffman et al., 2025]]. However,
even minor morphological changes can drastically affect kine-
matic capabilities, making design evaluation computationally
demanding. Since analytical inverse kinematics solutions are
unavailable for most manipulators, their assessment relies
on numerical optimization methods that are both slow and
potentially incomplete, creating a significant bottleneck in
automated design workflows.

This work presents a generative approach that overcomes
the aforementioned limitations by jointly training a genera-
tive manipulator design network and a corresponding inverse
kinematics solver. Once trained, these networks can rapidly
generate specialized manipulators without requiring initial
solutions, pre-collected datasets, or lengthy optimization cy-
cles. Our framework applies to both discrete modular robot
configurations and continuous design parameterizations, gen-
erating diverse, high-performing manipulator designs in sec-
onds rather than hours or days. Crucially, these advances
enable, for the first time, a true human-Al co-pilot for ma-
nipulator design. Designers can interactively explore new
manipulator configurations, respond to emerging possibili-
ties, and adjust goals on the fly, ensuring that the design

process evolves with the task at hand.
In summary, this work contributes the following aspects to
the state-of-the-art in manipulator design:

e A generative “co-pilot” framework that maps struc-
tured environment representations directly to special-
ized, manufacturable manipulator designs, thus enabling
human-AI design collaboration.

* A learning-based approach that leverages differentiable
task performance objectives, eliminating the need for
pre-collected datasets or lengthy optimization for mod-
ular robot composition optimization.

¢ The first deep learning-based framework that jointly op-
timizes manipulator morphology and inverse kinematics
solvers, thus enabling rapid design generation without
numerical optimization bottlenecks.

* The demonstration of applicability to discrete modular
robot configurations and continuous design parameter-
izations, providing flexibility across different hardware
platforms.

* A validation showing enhanced task performance and
computational efficiency compared to general-purpose
manipulators or traditional optimization methods.

2 Related Work

In this section, we describe the current methods for co-
optimizing the morphology and behavior of robots, gener-
ative approaches to hardware design, and previous work on
learning-based solvers for inverse kinematics.

Co-Optimization of Morphology and Control. Inspired
by nature, early research by [Sims| [1994] and |Lipson and
Pollack! [2000] deployed evolutionary methods to jointly op-
timize robots and their control. More recently, Gupta et al.
[2021]] advanced the concept of evolutionary morphology op-
timization by learning robot-conditioned control policies via
deep reinforcement learning. |[Deroo et al.| [2023] motivate
the co-design of task-specific robots and control with poten-
tial energy and cost savings, arguing that general-purpose
mechanisms are often overengineered for the scenarios in
which they are being deployed. Complementing these de-
velopments, Wu and Brandao| [2025] highlight that design
optimization can also lead to better explainability of control
failures in motion planning.

In the context of continuously parameterized robots, [Ha
[2019] and |Schaft et al.|[2019] leverage reinforcement learn-
ing to optimize robot morphologies and their control policies.
However, reinforcement learning methods often suffer from
sample inefficiency, as the physics of the underlying systems
is not explicitly taken into account and needs to be learned
from scratch in simulation. In contrast, methods based on
analytical gradients leverage differentiable system models to
replace the trial-and-error strategy applied in black-box opti-
mizers by deploying a fully differentiable framework for op-
timization. Being sample-efficient and robust even for large



design spaces, they show great potential for the design of
physical systems [Allen et al 2022]. Xu et al.| [2022a] have
shown that gradient-based control optimization for various
fixed morphologies works even over long time horizons. Es-
pecially for soft robots, differentiable models of robots and
environments have been successfully applied [Bicher et al.|
2021, Matthews et al.,[2023]], as their inherently freeform de-
sign realizes continuous parameterization and optimization.

When designing rigid robots, freeform solutions are ei-
ther not producible at all or their manufacturing costs exceed
the benefit of a specialized robot. The recent introduction
of modular robots with self-programming capabilities by |Al-
thoff et al.|[2019]] andRomiti et al.|[2022] facilitates the rapid
realization of novel hardware designs in real-world applica-
tions. For the corresponding discrete module configuration
problem, search-based iterative design methods have been
employed; for instance, |Liu and Althoff[2020] andZhao et al.
[2020] propose heuristic search algorithms tailored to modu-
lar design spaces. In modular robot design, control-relevant
robot properties are often evaluated through kinematic crite-
ria [Liang et al.,[2025], such as the collision-free reachability
of desired workspace poses: [Whitman et al.|[2020] utilize the
value function of a trained reinforcement learning agent as a
search heuristic for possible modular robot configurations.
Despite such innovations, evolutionary algorithms remain
a standard approach in the optimization of modular robot
composition. |Alattas et al.|[2019] provide a comprehensive
overview of their use in different types of modular robots. In
recent work, [Romiti et al.|[2023]] and Kiilz and Althoft][2024]]
have developed customized genetic algorithms for optimiz-
ing discrete modular robot morphologies, further extended
by Kiilz et al.|[2025]] to multi-objective optimization.

An alternative approach in rigid robot optimization is to
determine a fixed topology and optimize parameters such as
specific lengths or radii [Schaff et al., 2019} |Hal 2019, Hu
et al., [2022c, [Vaish and Brock, 2024]. |Ha et al.| [2017]
leverage the implicit function theorem to optimize and re-
fine designs around a local optimum, and |[Maloisel et al.
[2023]] optimize parameterized character kinematics via dy-
namic programming. Hoffman et al.|[2025]] use mixed integer
nonlinear programming and evolutionary strategies to design
robots for specific workspaces by varying components con-
tinuously in a particular range or by choosing discretely from
a catalog.

Although optimization-based methods can produce task-
specific solutions, they are computationally expensive, often
requiring thousands to millions of iterations for each new task.
This high computational cost prevents engineers from ob-
taining real-time recommendations during iterative product
design. In contrast, our method enables real-time inference,
providing immediate, task-adapted design suggestions.

Generative Hardware Design. Following the recent suc-
cess of generative language models, generative design ap-
proaches have been proposed in the context of mechanical
(robot) hardware. While tackling challenges similar to tradi-
tional co-optimization works, they facilitate rapid prototyp-
ing and iterative development by providing multiple, diverse

designs for novel tasks quickly. |[Ha et al.| [2020] employ
an autoencoder-based framework for the design of robotic
hands. [Kim et al.| [2025] propose a generative framework
for the multi-objective optimization of jumping robots, based
on a fixed initial robot topology. However, these methods
focus solely on robot hardware, assuming that control of the
resulting designs is morphology independent or can trivially
be inferred. Many generative approaches have focused on
soft and walking robots [Cheney et al. 2014} [Wang et al.|
2023albl], which are naturally compatible with gradient-based
optimization due to their free-form design spaces and smooth
objective functions. By comparison, relatively little work
has addressed generative design for standardized or modular
robotic hardware. Hu et al.|[2022b] use generative adversar-
ial networks to synthesize legged robots from modular parts,
using evolutionary optimization to generate designs without
labeled training data. In a related study, Hu et al.| [2022a]
adopt an autoencoder-based approach that relies on model
predictive control, introducing a significant computational
bottleneck. Reported computation times in the range of min-
utes per robot limit the applicability of these approaches to
relatively small design spaces. In contrast, our method is ap-
plicable to both continuous and discrete design spaces, with
a learned inverse kinematics network enabling the evaluation
of thousands of robots per second.

Learning Inverse Kinematics. The inverse kinematics (IK)
problem needs to be solved efficiently to evaluate the capa-
bilities of a manipulator. Especially in iterative optimization
processes, when millions of possible kinematic designs are
considered, the runtime of an IK algorithm becomes crucial.
The fastest solution for a single robot is usually provided by
analytical methods. However, methods to derive a closed-
form solution for a novel manipulator are only available for
robots with specific kinematics, while a general analytic solu-
tion algorithm has yet to be developed [Diankov, 2010, Elias
and Wen, 2025].

Solvers based on numerical optimization can be applied
to arbitrary manipulators, but usually return a single solu-
tion only and are slow compared to other approaches. For
these reasons, |Ardizzone et al.| [2019], |Ames et al.| [2022]],
and |Li et al.| [2023] study learning-based methods for IK
for single manipulators. Bensadoun et al.| [2022] propose
using Gaussian mixture models to capture the multiplicity
of possible solutions to the IK problem. The work of [von
Ochsen et al.|[2020] shows that a simple distal-teaching ap-
proach is sufficient to train a neural network that accurately
predicts a single IK solution. Similarly, [Tenhumberg et al.
[2023] train a twin-headed network to generate multiple ini-
tial solutions for IK in cluttered environments. While high-
lighting the potential of learning-based IK solvers, all of the
above-mentioned approaches are trained for only a single
robot model. They are therefore not directly applicable to
co-optimization procedures. |Limoyo et al.[[2025]] introduce
a generative graph-based approach that can generalize to var-
ious robot kinematics. While promising, their approach has
only been shown to work on a restricted set of kinematics and
does not consider self-collisions or collisions with the envi-



ronment. In our work, we propose an approach for learning
the inverse kinematics of generic manipulators, leveraging a
fully differentiable model of their forward kinematics.

3 Approach

Our approach is based on a generative designer network D,
which takes environment O, and goal G, embeddings as
inputs and produces hardware parameters 6, tailored to a
specific task. To evaluate robot designs, we leverage a kine-
matics network K that produces collision-free IK solutions
Q. Figure2]summarizes the overall architecture. Section[3.1]
introduces the formal problem statement. Section [3.2] details
how we ensure the differentiability of our objective function.
In Section [3.3] we explain how we obtain numerical embed-
dings for environment and goal information. These are then
fed into the designer and kinematics networks introduced in
Section [3.4] and Section Finally, Section [3.6] describes
how the differentiable objective enables fast gradient-based
refinement of generated solutions, while Section [3.7)explains
how we constrain robot degrees of freedom and incorporate
goal tolerances based on task requirements.

3.1 Problem Statement

Given an environment O = {oy,...,0x} with k obstacles
0; and target end-effector poses G = {g1,...,&m}, We want
to find manipulators that can reach all goals without colli-
sions, including self-collisions, at minimal hardware cost.
Formally, we consider a co-optimization problem of the form

[0, Q7] = argmin L(0, Q), where
0.Q

+ WeoiCeot (0, 0, Qi)
—,———
collision cost

+ Wregcreg(e’ Q),
[ S——
regularization cost
ey

where @ € R™F parameterize the morphology of a sin-
gle robot manipulator with n degrees of freedom and
Q= (q1,--..qm) € R represents the IK solutions for all
m goals. The distances d(-) between the goals and the end
effector, given by the forward kinematics FK(8, q;), serve
as our primary objective. The collision term guides the op-
timization toward feasible, collision-free configurations. We
also include a hardware cost term, as well as a regularization
term that encourages diversity among the generated solutions.
During training, we evaluate the objective directly on the net-
work outputs € and Q. During evaluation, we treat them as
an initial guess and optimize them numerically, leveraging
analytical gradients for evaluation.

This work focuses on optimizing robot kinematics with-
out specifying a particular end effector. Since industrial
end effectors constitute static geometric offsets in the for-
ward kinematics, any choice of end effector can be incor-
porated post-design through a corresponding translation of

m
£0.Q) = ) (wadtzi.6.a)
i—1 ————
l distance to goal
+ wpcn(0)
———
hardware cost

target poses. Therefore, we solve the optimization problem
in equation [T] with respect to a reference frame attached to
the last link of the kinematic chain, with the understanding
that end-effector-specific offsets would be applied to the goal
poses upon selection of a particular tool.

3.2 Differentiable Objective

As we want to optimize both the designer D and the kinemat-
ics network K, based on gradients of the loss term £, we need
it to be differentiable with respect to parameters 6 and joint
angles Q. We represent goal poses as g; = (p;, R;), where
p; € R? denotes the desired position and R; € SO(3) repre-
sents the target orientation. The weighted distance function
d(-) between two poses is defined as:

d(gg.8rk) = |Pg — Prk|| 2

~————
Euclidean distance

Tr (R Rpx) - 1
2

+ w, arccos

rotational distance
According to Euler’s rotation theorem, any rotation R €
SO(3) can be represented by an angle ¢ € [0, 7] and a unit
axis of rotation [Bauchau and Trainelli, 2003]]. We compute
the rotational distance between the desired and actual end-
effector pose as the angle ¢ = arccos (% (Tr(R) - 1)) and

disregard the rotation axis. As arccos(x) has infinite gradients
for x € {1, 1}, during training and optimization, we clip the
trace of the term between goal and end-effector orientation
R;lRF K, thus ignoring errors smaller than 0.2 deg.

Inspired by optimization-based motion planning tech-
niques as presented by Ratliff et al.|[2009] or|Schulman et al.
[2014], we define a collision loss that decreases exponentially
with the signed distance sd (o1, 07) between two collision ob-
jects and is zero above some threshold #:

1-e!

sd(n ,n) .
1 (e —=F —e_l) ,if sd(01,02) <t
Lcol =

0 , otherwise.
3

To efficiently compute collisions, we approximate each obsta-
cle as a set of spheres and each robot link as a set of capsules,
which allows analytic evaluation of the signed distance func-
tion and the corresponding gradients [Thumm and Althoff]
2022, Sundaralingam et al., [2023]]. The same approach is
compatible with other signed distance-based obstacle rep-
resentations, provided that gradients are available [Zimmer-
mann et al., [2022] [Millane et al., 2024]]. The resulting cost
Ccol 18 defined as the summed pairwise collision loss over all
relevant collision pairs, as detailed in Appendix

3.3 Numerical Embeddings

With two encoder networks, we create fixed-dimensional la-
tent representations for the environment O and goals G. To
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Figure 2: We train a generative designer network O (Section and a kinematics network K (Section on a differentiable
loss function (Section[3.2)). Environment data is encoded (Section and fed into O and K. To obtain final parameters, we
use first-order optimization to find locally optimal parameters 8%, Q* based on the initial guesses 8, Q (Section @)

embed arbitrary sets of goals and obstacles, we employ the set
transformer architecture of [Lee et al.| [2019]], which provides
permutation-invariant embeddings without discretization or
assumptions about set size. Following [Joshi|[2025], this for-
mulation is functionally equivalent to but computationally
more efficient than graph neural network encoders that have
been explored in related contexts [Khan et al.} 2020, [Lai et al.|
2025].

We construct separate embeddings for obstacles and goals.
Obstacle embeddings O, are shared between the designer
and the kinematics network, while goal embeddings G, are
provided only to the designer. The kinematics network in-
stead processes each goal individually when solving the cor-
responding inverse kinematics problem. Unlike approaches
as presented by |Hu et al.|[2022a] or Hu et al.|[2022b]], which
condition morphology and control on a single environment
embedding, our method supplies the designer with aggregated
goal information, while the kinematics network handles goals
separately.

To support the learning of semantically meaningful em-
beddings early in the training, we add a reconstruction loss
term to the overall training objective. Ideally, numerical em-
beddings allow us to reconstruct whether a certain point (or
pose) is close to a goal or obstacle, respectively. Let Z be the
set of all goal indices i of goals g;. We define the closest-
point distances to sets of goal positions, goal orientations,
and obstacles as

dpos(Pq) = rllg) Hpi - Pq“ “
) Tr (Ri‘qu) -1
dori(R4) = minarccos | ————— ®))
iel 2
dohs (pq’ 0) = min Sd(pq7 0) > (6)
0e0

where sd(py, 0) is the signed distance between a query point
P, and obstacle o. A successful reconstruction of these dis-
tances indicates that the embeddings effectively allow for par-
titioning the environment into relevant and irrelevant spaces,

Algorithm 1 Generate a Robot

1: function NEw_RrROBOT(G,, O,, do f, mode)
2 seed « sample uniformly at random

3 6y < initialize parameters from seed
4: enc « concatenate(G,, O,)

5: fori=1...dof do

6 X « positional_encoding(6;_)

7 y « decoder(x, enc) >(3)
8 ¢ — FF(yi)
9

: qmw « sample from pn}ode(é | ) >
10: 6 «— apply constraints (6,4,) >
11: 0; — StaCk(ei_l, é)
12: end for
13: 0 — O4or.pop(0) > remove initial seed

14 return 6
15: end function

as well as occupied and free spaces. We train three separate,
simple feedforward networks jointly with the encoders to pre-
dict the point-set distances for randomly chosen query points
and orientations and compute the reconstruction loss as the
mean squared error between ground truth and prediction.

3.4 Designer Network

The designer network D generates a robot @ that can reach all
goals G without colliding with itself or obstacles O. We for-
mulate this as a sequential decision-making problem, where
each added link must account for prior assembly steps and
the overall design context. Prior generative models for dis-
crete hardware, such as presented by [Etesam et al.| [2025]]
and |Xu et al.|[2022b], are typically trained on large datasets
of ground-truth examples. Such data does not exist for the
task-tailored design of robotic manipulators. Instead, as il-
lustrated in Figure 2] we directly train the designer network
on gradient information obtained through the differentiable
loss defined in equation [T}
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Figure 3: The model architecture of the designer network
PD. A robot is generated as a sequence of links, connected
by revolute joints. We generate environment embeddings
leveraging set transformer encoders (STE). To obtain the next
link of an unfinished robot, we encode the existing kinematic
structure and combine it with goal and obstacle embeddings
using standard transformer blocks as introduced by [Vaswani
et al.|[2017]).

Our model builds on the transformer architecture
by|Vaswani et al.|[2017]], which naturally captures the mutual
dependencies inherent in sequential design processes. Fig-
ure 3| illustrates the overall model architecture, while Algo-
rithm [T] details the sequential generation process for a single
robot. Starting from a randomly sampled seed, the network
iteratively adds links to the parameter representation until the
specified degrees of freedom are reached. At each step, con-
catenated environment and goal embeddings condition the
designer decoder, which predicts distribution parameters ¢.
Here, ¢ refers to the parameters that define the probability
distribution from which the next link is sampled, e.g., logits
for a categorical distribution, or the mean and variance for a
normal distribution. The hardware parameters are sampled
from p (@ | o) and immediately processed with differentiable
design constraints, ensuring physically valid assemblies. The
exact form of p depends on the chosen parameterization,
which we describe in the following paragraph.

The deployment of task-tailored manipulators in real-world
tasks requires economic production. To this end, we impose
constraints on the generated designs that determine how dif-
ferent parameterizations are mapped to robot hardware. We
distinguish three different design modes, accounting for vary-
ing levels of versatility and standardization:

The free design mode allows the use of any continuous ge-

ometric parameterization for each robot link. An example is
shown in Figure ] where individual geometries are defined
by two lengths a and d, and a relative rotation between con-
secutive joint axes around a common normal a. Each free
parameter is sampled from a normal distribution, with mean
and standard deviation predicted by the designer network. To
enforce parameter bounds, the samples are passed through a
logistic function. Any monotonic squashing function could
be used in principle, but in this work, we use the standard
Sigmoid function. Robots generated in free design mode
can, in principle, require fully custom hardware. While such
designs may not be economical for short-term use, they are
valuable in domains where task-specific performance is crit-
ical, and they provide insight into the limits of unconstrained
morphologies.

The economic design mode describes hybrid continuous-
discrete design parameterizations. Design parameters can of-
ten take either the value zero, indicating that a specific piece of
hardware is unused, or lie within one or multiple defined inter-
vals. For example, the geometry offset a in Figure [ realizes
the economic manufacturing of robot links only within the
hybrid constraint a € ({0} U [-] —Inin] Y [Lnin, Imax])-
Here, the absolute value of a determines the size of the ge-
ometry, while the sign indicates its orientation. In addition,
discrete constraints, such as requiring consecutive joint axes
to be orthogonal or parallel, must often be maintained. While
continuous parameters can be constrained to specific intervals
as in free design mode, discrete choices require a differen-
tiable mechanism. To this end, we use the Gumbel-Softmax
trick [Jang et al.| 2017]], which enables the designer network
to differentiably sample discrete classes during training. In
economic design mode, the network produces soft class prob-
abilities for discrete choices during training. For training, we
compute a continuous approximation of the design parameter
by taking a weighted sum of the class values using these prob-
abilities. A temperature schedule ensures that the network
converges to valid discrete selections at the end of training.
For evaluation, discrete classes are sampled at all times.

max»

The modular robot mode is the most constrained design
mode we propose. In this setting, the designer network
assembles pre-manufactured robot modules, restricting the
design space to fully discrete choices. Discrete module se-
lections are sampled using the Gumbel-Softmax trick; since
interpolation between modules is not meaningful, we employ
a straight-through estimator [Jang et al.,|2017, Bengio et al.|
2013]] for both training and evaluation to allow gradient-based
optimization. While limiting the design space the most, the
modular robot mode allows one to assemble the designed
robot from the available hardware within minutes of algo-
rithm termination.

For all modes, we aim for a generative design process that
allows human engineers to explore a variety of optimized
solutions for a specific problem setting. To this end, we
introduce several strategies to promote design diversity and
prevent premature convergence. During training, we generate
r distinct robot designs per environment and compute a loss
based on their similarity. Let 8; . denote the i-th robot design
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Figure 4: The free and economic design mode can be used with any parameterization that allows a continuous geometry
interpolation, resulting in a broad range of realizable links (top left). In this work, we parameterize link lengths along and
orthogonal to the previous joint axis with parameters a and d; the angle between consecutive joint axes is parameterized by
a. In contrast to the free mode (left), the economic mode enforces hybrid constraints, such as orthogonal consecutive joint
axes, during evaluation and at the final training step (center). The modular mode is limited to a discrete set of module types

(right).

parameters generated for an environment e, and let b be the
mini-batch size used for training. The robot similarity loss is
computed as

2Wg b r-1 r
Lsim br(r — 1) ; Li L4 ”01 e j e“l (7)
2We b-1 b ror
0; 0; .
b(b 1)}" f:Ze_H P H e Jvf”l

The first term penalizes the similarity among robots generated
for the same environment, encouraging the exploration of dis-
tinct high-performing designs for a single task context. The
second term prevents the model from collapsing to a small set
of generic designs, encouraging task-specific specialization.
We use the L1-norm as a similarity measure because it yields
unit-norm gradients even when parameters are close, which
helps to recover from early mode collapse. During training,
the similarity loss is included in the total loss as part of the
regularization term c,.

To enable the network to generate diverse parameters, we
introduce multiple sources of randomness. First, we train M
independently initialized feedforward networks that map pa-
rameter encodings to distribution parameters. Each network
generates the parameters for »/M robots. Second, random-
ness is introduced by sampling from a normal distribution for
continuous parameters and a Gumbel distribution for discrete
ones, as detailed in Section [3.4] Third, rather than using a
fixed start-of-sequence token, we initialize the parameter vec-
tor @ with uniform random noise prior to generating the first
link. During evaluation, we keep all sources of randomness
active to generate a diverse set of solutions, enabling richer
exploration and selection of designs post-training.

3.5 Kinematics Network

The kinematics network K predicts inverse kinematics solu-
tions q1, . .., qy for goals g1, .. ., g,, an obstacle embedding
O, and robot parameters 8. We follow [Tenhumberg et al.|
and use a multi-headed feedforward network with N
heads to capture the multi-modality of inverse kinematics
solutions. To encourage diverse outputs and avoid mode col-
lapse, we add a weighted cosine similarity term to the cost
Cr

-
2wk qi,h qi.k

|I|N(N—1)ZZ

i€l h=1 k=h+1 ”qi,h” quzkl!'

®)

Cr,IK =

This ensures that each head produces distinct solutions, pro-
viding a simple mechanism to represent multiple valid IK
solutions per goal. During training, the loss is computed
across all heads to encourage exploration of multiple solution
modes; during evaluation, we use the head with the lowest
loss to obtain the final IK solution. Rather than directly pre-
dicting joint angles, the network returns two values (x;, y;)
for each joint. We compute the corresponding joint angle as
q; = atan2(x;, y;), which ensures a continuous representation
while limiting the joint angles to the interval [—x, 7].

3.6 Optimization

The differentiable loss function allows gradient-based refine-
ment of both joint angles and continuous manipulator parame-
ters. We first take the joint angles predicted by the kinematics
network K and refine the inverse kinematics solutions using
a pseudo-inverse of the manipulator’s geometric Jacobian.
Finally, the refined joint angles and continuous design pa-
rameters are used to warm-start an Adam optimizer

20135] for joint co-optimization.



3.7 Constraining Robot Degrees of Freedom

For all problems, the number of degrees of freedom (dof) is
determined a priori. While this constrains the morphologies
considered in a single training, training separate networks
for each dof offers several advantages. First, it allows explicit
observation of the trade-off between the number of degrees of
freedom and task performance. Second, it keeps the output of
K and D constant in dimension, simplifying interpretation,
debugging, and reproducibility. Finally, it enables the use of
separate networks with different objectives depending on the
desired dof.

Some tasks, such as handover, welding, or drilling, do not
require specifying all degrees of freedom of a robot, allow-
ing the use of underactuated manipulators. To accommodate
this, we introduce two types of goal tolerances that relax the
reachability requirement. The first, a tolerance for rotational
symmetry, allows for arbitrary rotations around the end ef-
fector z-axis z and is incorporated by replacing the rotational
distance in equation 2] with

1- ZR&TIRFKZT

2

€))

The second, a position-only tolerance, considers only the
Euclidean distance and is achieved by setting w, = 0 in
equation 2]

4 Experiment Setup

In Sections {.T and [4.2] we introduce the parameterization
used to assess our approach. Sections [4.3] and [4.4] describe
training procedures. Finally, Section 4.3 describes the re-
search hypotheses that we analyze in our experiments. The
source code for all experiments will be published upon ac-
ceptance of this article.

4.1 Morphology Parameterization

For free and hybrid design modes, we parameterize the
morphology of a manipulator with parameters 6 inspired
by Denavit-Hartenberg parameters [Denavit and Hartenberg,
1955| |Sicialiano et al.L[2009]. A robot with n degrees of free-
dom is parameterized by the n X 3 matrix 8 = (d a «).
As realizing the designed morphologies from available, cost-
effective materials should be possible, we enforce a piece-
wise cylindrical manipulator morphology. To construct the
geometry of the i — th link of a robot, we start from the
reference frame i — 1 and attach a cylinder of fixed ra-
dius r and length d; in direction z;_;, followed by a cylin-
der of length ag; in direction x;. If a = 0 or d = 0O,
the parameter is ignored. The joints are oriented accord-
ing to the Denavit-Hartenberg convention. Further, for the
economic design mode, we enforce d; € {0} U [0.1,0.4],
a; € {0} U [-0.4,-0.1]U [0.1,0.4], and a; € {0,F,-F}.
Examples of the resulting geometries are shown in Figure [4]
and Appendix [7.2}

4.2 Hardware Modules

We evaluate the modular design mode using industrially avail-
able robot modules. They consist of joints and a long and
short static extension in two different geometries, each of
which realizes the mounting of consecutive joints such that
their axes are orthogonal or parallel. Figures [5and [I0]show
robots assembled from the available modules. Two joints
can be connected directly or using exactly one static exten-
sion. The overall design space for a six-degree-of-freedom
robot thus consists of 5° = 15625 different robots that can
be constructed from the available modules. For the hardware
setup presented in Section [5.5] we had access to two static
extensions of each type.

4.3 Pretraining

Before starting the training procedure, we pretrain the kine-
matics network K. We randomly generate a robot parame-
terization 8, and joint angles g, € R" for each step. Using
these data, goals G can be easily created by computing for-
ward kinematics FK (6,, q,) and used for training of K. By
ensuring that the randomly sampled parameters follow the
constraints imposed on the designer, we train the kinematics
network on samples of the whole set of possible kinematics
that can occur during the training phase.

4.4 Training

We sample random parameters 6, and joint angles @, to con-
struct goals G by computing the forward kinematics of the
random parameters. We randomly sample n,, spherical obsta-
cles in the robot workspace and discard all that intersect with
any goals. While our approach supports diverse geometric
primitives for obstacle representation, we restrict the experi-
ments to spheres and capsules in evaluation. We obtain the
parameters 6 and @ from the forward pass of the designer and
kinematics network, respectively. Both networks are updated
using the loss introduced in Section[3] To avoid overfitting K
to the outputs of D, we reduce its learning rate and continue
to use randomly generated parameters 6, for a fraction of the
training steps. Details about these and further hyperparam-
eters, as well as compute resources, and training times are

listed in Appendix

4.5 Experiments

In Sections we perform three numerical experiments
in different settings to analyze the following hypotheses:

H1 Our approach efficiently generates high-quality robot de-
signs for cluttered environments, outperforming general-
purpose manipulators.

H2 The designer network adapts to different task require-
ments and can generate robots to work in specified task
spaces.

H3 Our approach works under different manufacturability
constraints.



Figure 5: We randomly sample eight obstacles (red) and eight
goals. To evaluate a robot on the problem, we numerically
compute a collision-free inverse kinematics solution. The
figure shows a modular robot and its collision geometry ap-
proximation (green) for two different joint configurations.

In Section[5.4] we perform an ablation study to validate the
effectiveness of the set transformer architecture for environ-
ment encodings. Finally, we demonstrate how our results can
be transferred to real-world settings in Section [5.5] where
we optimize a modular manipulator to follow a collision-free
path through an obstacle course.

5 Results

For each of the following experiments, we generate eight
candidate robots with four initial solutions for each inverse
kinematics problem and optimize them in parallel. We report
the runtimes for the complete optimization and results for
the best robot and joint angles, respectively. Unless stated
otherwise, all results correspond to robots that are neither in
self-collision nor in collision with the environment. Unlike
some approaches that jointly optimize robot base placement

alongside the manipulator [Romiti et al.| 2023 Mayer and
2025, this work focuses solely on hardware genera-

tion.

5.1 Manipulators for Cluttered Environments

We set up 36 randomized tasks by sampling eight goal poses
and eight obstacles, each within a maximum distance from
the robot base. Figure [5] shows one of the tasks together
with a robot design generated and the overapproximation
of its collision geometry. Interactive visualizations for all
tasks are available at redirect.cps.cit.tum.de/rd-kuelz. We
compare robots generated with our approach against near-
optimal brute-force solutions. While brute force is infeasible
for large design spaces or time-critical applications, the re-
stricted number of modules in our experiments allows exhaus-
tive evaluation, providing a strong baseline and upper bound
for heuristic and evolutionary methods. To support this, we

also compare against a genetic algorithm run separately for
each task.

To obtain the brute-force baseline, we evaluate each six-
degree-of-freedom robot that can be assembled from the mod-
ules introduced in Section[#.2] Each robot and goal is tested
with four initial joint configurations, followed by the same
numerical inverse kinematics solver and optimization used in
our method. Although randomized IK initialization does not
allow us to make hard claims about the optimality of the found
solutions, our experience has shown that four initial guesses
are usually sufficient to detect a collision-free IK solution if
it exists. For better comparability between tasks, through-
out this section, we compute a normalized performance score
based on the task loss, where 0 corresponds to the worst and
1 corresponds to the best solution found with the brute-force
approach. For evaluation, we consider a goal as solved if
the pose error between the end-effector pose and the desired
pose is below Imm and 1deg. A task is considered solved
if all goals can be reached with the corresponding accuracy.
In this section, we aggregate results over all tasks consid-
ered; Appendix [7.5] provides an overview of individual task
performances.

On average, generating eight candidate robots for a single
task with the designer network takes 288 milliseconds, fol-
lowed by 9.31 seconds to optimize the four initial IK guesses
for all eight robots. In the remainder of this section, we only
report results for the best of all eight solutions, if not explic-
itly stated otherwise. By evaluating 128 robots in parallel on
a GPU, the brute-force approach requires an average of 71
minutes per task. The genetic algorithm requires an average
of 59 minutes to run 100 generations with a population of
128 for each task. Each candidate solution is evaluated by
computing the distance and collision loss terms introduced
in equation [I]

Figure[6] shows the distribution of aggregated scores in all
36 tasks for the brute-force approach, alongside the mean
scores for solutions obtained with a genetic algorithm and
with our approach. Most realizable modular robots fail to
reach one or multiple goals in the tasks without colliding,
producing a long-tailed score distribution. Among all possi-
ble 6-dof robots, 14.83% achieve a score of at least 0.98, and
on average 99.8 of the 15625 robot designs (0.64%) achieve a
score of 0.999 or better per environment, which we consider
optimal. Due to the randomized problem generation, even
the brute-force approach was unable to find valid solutions in
some cases; overall, it solved 97.57% of goals and 30 out of
the 36 tasks.

Taking into account the eight robots generated per task,
our approach achieves an average best score of 0.997, an
average median score of 0.996, and a mean score of 0.971
between the eight robots per task. In 22 of the 36 tasks,
the designer network finds a robot out of the set of solutions
considered optimal, including 4 tasks that were solved by
neither approach. Relative to the brute-force distribution, the
best solution of our approach lies in the 97.0™ percentile on
average, with the lowest being 93.4". This corresponds to a
mean accuracy of 5.2mm and 0.13 deg, aggregated over all
288 goals. The relatively high average position error is largely
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Figure 6: We compare our approach to a genetic algorithm and a brute-force method by aggregating and normalizing
performance across 36 randomly generated cluttered environments. In every task, we identify at least one robot among the
top 10%, and consistently find multiple robots that outperform the genetic algorithm baseline.

due to a subset of goals that are obstructed by obstacles and
thus physically unreachable for a particular robot. Of all 288
goals, 249 (86.6%) could be solved with our approach, i.e.,
we identified a robot and joint angles to reach them within
Imm and 1 deg. In practice, a human engineer could slightly
adjust task requirements to increase coverage: an additional
12 tasks (bringing the total to 83%) could be solved if one or
two goals were shifted by at most 10cm.

In contrast, genetic optimization yields an average score
of 0.986, corresponding to only 7 tasks where an optimal
robot is found. Relative to the brute-force distribution, the
genetic algorithm converges towards a solution in the 89.4™
percentile on average, with the lowest being 45.9". This
corresponds to 195 goals that could be solved across tasks.

Next, we compare the designs generated with our approach
to commonly used industrial manipulators in the same envi-
ronments. Specifically, we reconstruct the kinematics of the
URI15, UR20, and ABB IRB 2600 robots based on their pub-
licly available Denavit—Hartenberg parameterizations. These
robots were selected because they are similar in size to the
manipulators generated by our method. To ensure a fair com-
parison, the joint limits of the industrial robots are ignored.

Table [T| shows the performance of the industrial manipu-
lators across all tasks. None outperformed the best modular
manipulator on any task. The numerical optimization of the
inverse kinematics resulted in average orientation errors be-
low 1 deg for all robots; however, the average position errors
of the industrial manipulators are consistently higher than for
the robots generated with our approach. In particular, their
geometries prevented them from reaching certain goal poses
without colliding with obstacles, leading to poor performance
in some scenarios, especially for the ABB2600 robot. This is
reflected in the number of goals and tasks solved: the gener-
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Table 1: Comparison between designs generated with our
approach and three industrial manipulators.

Solved Tasks  Solved Goals  Error (@)

Ours 50% 86.56% 5.20mm
UR15 36% 82.29% 7.27mm
UR20 33% 77.43% 7.62mm
ABB2600 28% 75.70% 20.50mm

ated robots perfectly reached all goals in 50% of tasks, while
the best industrial manipulator, the UR15, only solved 13 of
36 tasks. The performance gap is partly moderated by the
constraints of our modules: for instance, creating a compact
wrist like that of the UR robots is not possible without making
the overall robot too small, since the longest links for both
UR robots exceed the size of our biggest modules.

The results demonstrate that our approach generates high-
quality designs for a given task. Although reliance on numeri-
cal methods forbids claims of optimality, the brute-force base-
line provides a strong empirical reference. It yields solutions
that are, to the best of our knowledge, the closest achievable
given current methods. Although our results indicate that,
in general, multiple different robots are feasible to navigate a
specified environment, they also highlight that no single ma-
nipulator performs optimally across all scenarios, confirming
our approach to task-tailored robot design. The runtime of
exhaustive or population-based optimization methods often
increases with the size of the design space, which grows
exponentially with the number of available modules. In con-
trast, our method offers constant-time inference, making it
particularly suitable for scenarios where a one-time training



Figure 7: The shaded area shows the given workspace ‘W
with maximal extension of 0.8m, 1.0m, and 0.8m along the
X, y, and z-axes, respectively. Within ‘W, we sample three
kinds of goals: Full poses in SE(3) (left) require six degrees
of freedom to be reachable in the general case. We create five-
dimensional goals (center) by adding a rotational symmetry
tolerance. Position-only goals are specified by coordinates in
R3 (right).

phase is acceptable but fast, repeated inference is required. In
this experiment, generating and optimizing robots with our
approach achieved speedups of several hundred times com-
pared to the baselines, while still reaching performance close
to the upper bound of exhaustive algorithms. This confirms

hypothesis [HT}

5.2 Adapting to Task Requirements

In this section, we analyze how the designer adapts to dif-
ferent goals. We adopt an experiment proposed by [Hoffman
et al.| [2025]], in which a robot is synthesized to cover a com-
plete workspace W. Figure [/| provides an overview of the
workspace and the different goal modes (pose, rotational sym-
metry, and position only) we evaluate. In Appendix [7.6] we
compare our setup and the one presented by Hoffman et al.
[2025].

Adapting to Goal Tolerances. We randomly sample 1000
positions p; € ‘W with random orientations R; € SO(3)
each. We compare six network variants in modular mode,
combining two robot configurations (five- and six-DOF) with
three goal types (pose, rotational symmetry, and position-
only). These goal types correspond to the tolerances intro-
duced in Section [5.3] motivated by practical relaxations of
reachability requirements.

The generation and optimization of a robot and all 1000 IK
solutions take 19.7 seconds on average. Figure[8|shows the er-
ror distributions in all trials. When considering the position
only, the generated five-degree-of-freedom and six-degree-
of-freedom robots can reach all 1000 poses with an error
below Imm. When considering goals with a tolerance for ro-
tational symmetry, we observe a higher overall precision with
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Table 2: Comparison for the best robot for each design mode
across all 36 tasks

Solved Tasks  Solved Goals  Error (@)

Modular 18 86.56% 5.2mm
Economic 24 92.01% 1.7mm
Free 28 96.53% 1.0mm

the six-degree-of-freedom robot that reaches 966 poses with
errors below 1mm and 1deg. Still, even the five-degree-of-
freedom robot can reach 55.8% of all goals with a precision
better than Imm and a projected angular distance of 1deg,
respectively. Naturally, a five-degree-of-freedom robot can-
not cover a six-dimensional workspace, so we observe high
orientation errors for five-dof robots generated for pose goals.
Finally, the results for the six-degree-of-freedom robot opti-
mized for pose goals show the capability of our approach in
generating robots for a generic workspace: 97.5% of poses
can be reached by the designed robot with an accuracy better
than Imm and 1deg. While not directly comparable due to
differences in setup, our results indicate similar or higher pre-
cision than those reported by Hoffman et al.|[2025]], but with
computation times reduced from hours to only seconds. This
efficiency makes the method practical as a co-pilot, enabling
engineers to rapidly iterate over candidate morphologies in a
human-in-the-loop workflow.

Adapting to Workspace Size. To analyze the correlation
between workspace dimensions and robot size, we uniformly
scale workspace dimensions by a factor between 0.5-1.5 in
10 steps. We generate 100 robots for each workspace and
measure their total size as the sum of Euclidean distances be-
tween the proximal and distal module interfaces. We observe
a Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.381 (p < 0.01), indi-
cating a statistically significant positive correlation between
workspace size and robot dimensions.

Incorporating goal tolerances into the training, especially
when generating underactuated robots, benefits the final per-
formance. Overall, our approach can generate robot designs
to cover a specified workspace with high accuracy while run-
ning significantly faster than previous approaches based on
iterative optimization. These results undermine hypothe-

sis[{2]

5.3 The Effect of Design Constraints

We investigate how structural and economic constraints affect
robot design optimization by comparing performance across
the three design modes introduced in Section [3.4} modular,
economical, and free. Each mode was evaluated in the 36
tasks introduced in Section[3.1l All solutions were collision-
free, so our comparison focuses on the goal precision.

As shown in Table[2] robots designed in free design mode
can solve most tasks and goals. Specifically, 95.53% of goals
are solved, representing a substantial performance improve-
ment over the other design modes and the industrial robots
analyzed in Section [5.1] highlighting the advantages of task-
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Figure 8: We randomly sample 1000 poses within a given
workspace ‘W and design a robot to reach them. In pose goal
mode, the goals are poses in SE(3), in the symmetry mode,
we allow arbitrary rotations around the end-effector z-axis,
and in position mode, we optimize for the Euclidean distance
between end effector and goal only.

tailored robot designs. Allowing slight adjustments to goal
positions of up to lcm raises the success rate to 98.3%, and
permitting at most one goal per task to be moved by 10cm
enables a valid solution for all tasks. While such adjust-
ments may not always be feasible, these results illustrate the
practical potential of our co-pilot in scenarios where human
engineers can flexibly adapt the task setup. Robots designed
in economic mode achieved slightly worse results while still
being able to solve two-thirds of the tasks and more than 92%
of the goals. As a consequence of the comparatively strong
design constraints, the robots generated in the modular mode
performed the worst on average, although they still produced
valid solutions for half of all tasks.

Analysis of scenarios where less constrained modes outper-
formed modular designs revealed a common characteristic:
These tasks usually contained at least one target pose posi-
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Figure 9: We reconstruct point-set-distances using a set trans-
former encoder and a feedforward encoder. On encodings
generated with the set transformer encoder, average errors
for both point-set-distances to goal positions and obstacles
are lower. Boxes represent the 25% and 75% percentiles,
whiskers show the 5% and 95% percentiles.

tioned close to an obstacle, with orientations that made them
difficult or impossible to reach for modular designs. None
of the pre-manufactured robot modules could be placed such
that their output reference frame coincides with the goal pose
without colliding with a nearby obstacle. On the other hand,
the less constrained free and economical modes could gen-
erate robot links capable of reaching these challenging poses
without colliding with any obstacle, solving previously im-
possible reaching tasks.

These results demonstrate that our approach adapts effec-
tively to different design constraints and takes advantage of
additional design freedom, achieving the best performance
in the least constrained mode. Overall, the results support

hypothesis [H3]

5.4 Encoder Ablation

We investigate the effectiveness of our embedding archi-
tecture by replacing the set transformer encoder with a feed-
forward network followed by a mean pooling operation. Al-
though this simpler setup remains order-invariant and can deal
with an arbitrary number of inputs, the lack of cross-attention
mechanisms forbids explicitly encoding relations between
different goals and obstacles in the environment. We train
both architectures on the environment reconstruction loss de-
fined in Section [3.3] exclusively. To test the expressiveness
of the embeddings, we conduct two numerical experiments:
First, we randomly generate 1000 environments with eight
goals and up to 32 obstacles each. In addition, we randomly
sample 60 query positions and orientations each. Then, we
reconstruct the set-point distances for the query positions and
orientations in the randomly generated environments. Next,
we train a kinematics network to predict collision-free in-



verse kinematics for a UR20 manipulator, using embeddings
from the pre-trained encoder networks. For training the kine-
matics network, we generate environments with 32 obstacles
and without any goal, so the kinematics network is trained
solely on collision avoidance. For evaluation, we generate
10000 of these environments, not all of which might allow a
collision-free configuration of the UR20 robot.

Figure [0 shows the mean reconstruction errors for both
architectures. On average, the reconstruction of point-set
distances between query and goal positions (eps) improves
by 30% when using the set transformer encoder, while the
orientation reconstruction error (e,,;) remains comparable.
Importantly, the set transformer achieves a significantly lower
mean absolute error of 6.32cm when predicting the minimum
signed distance between query positions and environment
obstacles (e,ps) — about half of the 12.66¢cm error observed
with a linear encoder.

The results of the second experiment highlight the practi-
cal relevance of this improvement. When using embeddings
from the linear encoder, the kinematics network is able to
produce collision-free configurations for 87.33% of environ-
ments. In contrast, using embeddings from the set trans-
former, the kinematics network produces 95.06% collision-
free configurations.

5.5 Transfer to the Real World

We demonstrate transferability to the real world by setting up
a robot generated by a designer network in modular design
mode. The environment for which the robot is optimized is
shown in Figure[I0] It consists of three obstacles and 36 tar-
get poses distributed evenly between them. We generated five
degree-of-freedom designs and selected the first that could
be assembled from the limited hardware modules available
in our laboratory without further modifications. The result-
ing robot is shown in Figure [I0] and in the supplementary
video. It could navigate the environment successfully with-
out collisions, achieving an average accuracy of 0.6mm and
a projected orientation error of 3.4 deg per target pose, us-
ing the tolerance of rotational symmetry. We took advantage
of obtaining up to four different inverse kinematics solutions
per pose to obtain a feasible joint-space trajectory. For every
goal, we performed linear interpolation between the chosen
joint angles for the previous goal and the closest collision-free
IK solution in the joint space for this goal. Although more
sophisticated path-planning algorithms likely would have re-
sulted in a shorter trajectory, this simple heuristic already led
to collision-free movement through the obstacle course.

6 Conclusion

We have introduced a method for generating and optimizing
task-tailored manipulators from scratch. By providing di-
verse, optimized robot designs almost instantly, our method
enables the economic engineering and deployment of task-
tailored manipulators. At its core, we learn a generic IK-
solver that supports the co-design of morphology and con-
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Figure 10: A modular robot built from five joint modules and
two static extensions: A short “L-shaped” extension connects
the second and the third joint module, while a long “I-shaped”
extension is mounted after the last joint. The dashed red lines
and the red spheres represent target positions; blue arrows
indicate the target orientation.

trol. In this work, we demonstrate its effectiveness on static
reachability tasks and a real-world transfer. By ensuring a
differentiable computation of collision and parameter con-
straints, we train a generative designer network that proposes
customized robot morphologies for a specific environment.
In numerical experiments, we demonstrated that the method
can produce specialized manipulators across environments,
constraints, and goal tolerances. Our approach achieves ac-
curacy on par with a brute-force approach in many cases
and higher than genetic algorithms, but in a fraction of the
runtime. Unlike prior work, it provides optimized designs
without requiring extensive ground-truth data or costly it-
erative search. Finally, our continuously parameterized de-
signs accelerate the exploration of novel morphologies, and
real-world experiments confirm that the method can be di-
rectly applied to optimize and control modular robots. By
enabling generative optimization over both morphology and
task performance, the approach realizes the vision of a de-
sign co-pilot for task-tailored manipulators. Engineers can
now interactively explore, adapt, and refine robot morpholo-
gies, iterating in response to evolving requirements; as our
results show, even minor adjustments to task goals can ren-
der previously unreachable tasks solvable, underscoring the
practical value of this co-design workflow.

Limitations and future work. The free and economic de-



sign modes can already produce morphologies that are useful
for practical deployment, though they may not always be
production-ready. Beyond this, a key advantage is their po-
tential to act as a co-pilot for human engineers, enabling rapid
adaptation and iteration of designs to suit specific applications
and production constraints.

Our approach relies on numerical optimization to obtain
inverse kinematics solutions that are suitable for deployment
in industrial applications. General learning-based IK solvers
still struggle to achieve sub-centimeter accuracy and to cap-
ture all possible solutions, so the feedback provided to the
designer network remains noisy. Future work could build
upon advances in the automatic generation of analytic IK
solutions [Ostermeier et al., 2025]] to obtain more precise
solutions for manipulators designed with our approach.
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7 Appendix

7.1 Collision Pairs

Relevant collision pairs are defined as follows: Every capsule
¢; representing a piece of a manipulator link forms a collision
pair with every obstacle in the environment. In addition, it
forms a collision pair with another capsule c; representing
the same robot if not one of the following conditions holds:

* ¢; and c; are part of the same rigid body,

* ¢; and c; are part of two consecutive rigid bodies in the
kinematic chain of the robot, connected by a single joint.

The second constraint leads to a slight simplification of the
self-collision problem. However, due to the overapproxi-
mation of the robot links, the collision objects of two such
bodies always overlap, rendering a differentiable computa-
tion of collisions infeasible. In practice, collision avoidance
between consecutive links can often be enforced by setting
appropriate joint limits.

7.2 Link Geometry Parameterisation

Figure [AT] visualizes the geometries resulting from various
parameterizations. If both a and d are zero, we do not in-
sert a link between two consecutive joints — this results in a
two-dof joint with a spherical body. The kinematics of the
corresponding modules is provided by the standard conven-
tion of Denavit and Hartenberg| [1953].

7.3 Data Representation

Problem representation. Each goal is represented by nine
values (x, y,z,71,...,rc), where the first three are its Carte-
sian coordinates and (ry,...,rg) serve as a continuous ori-
entation representation, following [Zhou et al] [2019]. We
overapproximate environmental obstacles using spheres and
piecewise cylindrical robot geometries as capsules. This re-
alizes an efficient and analytic computation of signed dis-
tances between the robot and obstacles and a simple four-
dimensional obstacle representation consisting of the radius
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Figure A.1: Geometric representations of different parame-
terizations.

and position of the sphere. A spherical obstacle is repre-
sented by four values (x, y, z, r) that represent the position of
its center in Cartesian coordinates, as well as its radius.

7.4 Hyperparameters

If not specified otherwise, we used the weights and hyperpa-
rameters shown in Table[A-T] For the ablation study presented
in Section@ we train both encoders for 100,000 steps. On
a Desktop PC with NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3080 Ti graphics
card (12GB memory), Intel i7-11700KF processor (16 cores),
we were able to perform between four and twelve steps per
second when training the designer network, resulting in train-
ing times of 12 to 34 hours for one run.

The baseline genetic algorithm in Section [5.1] is imple-
mented using the EvoTorch library by [Engin et al.| [2023].
We use a single-point crossover, tournament selection with a
tournament size of 4, and random mutation with a per-gene
mutation probability of 0.05.

7.5 Details on Brute-Force Approach Results

Figure [A.2] shows a histogram of normalized fitness scores
for each of the 36 environments introduced in Section [5.1]
individually.

7.6 Comparison of Experimental Setups

In Section[5.2] we consider a setup similar to that presented
by[Hoffman et al.|[2025]. However, there are some differences
that must be taken into account when comparing the results,
listed below.

* There is no publicly available data for the Tiago robot
used by Hoffman et al., so our work reproduces their
experiment using different robot modules. We scaled
the original workspace by a factor of 0.8 to account for
the difference in the size and shape of the robot modules.

* The work by Hoffman et al. considers static torque con-
straints while our method focuses on robot kinematics.
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Figure A.2: Normalized scores for the brute-force approach and the best robot returned by our approach across all 36 tasks.
In 31 tasks, our approach outperforms the genetic algorithm despite requiring a fraction of the runtime.
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Table A.1: Parameter Values for Numerical Experiments

Parameter Value
Batch size 128
Steps (pretraining, IK) 150, 000
Steps (training) 350, 000
Learning rate (encoder) 107
Learning rate (kinematics network) 10~4
Learning rate (designer network) 1074
Numerical IK, maximum steps 50
Optimization Steps (Adam) 200
Learning rate (optimization, IK) 0.1
Learning rate (optimization, parameters)  0.01
(Self-) attention heads (designer) 8 each
(Block-) attention heads (encoders) 8 each
Designer decoder layers 8

Set transformer encoder layers 4
Weight w, (pose distance) [m] 5
Weight w, (rotational distance) [deg] 0.5
Weight w,; (collision loss) 0.6
Weight wyk (cosine similarity IK heads) 0.4
Weight w (robot similarity) 0.5
Weight w, (cross-environment similarity) 2.0
Weight w, (regularization) 1.0
Weight w. (hardware cost) 0.1
Threshold (collision loss) [mm] 120
Hardware Cost ¢, Sa;+ X d;)
Diameter of robot links [mm] 120
Gumbel scheduling Linear
Gumbel temperature start 3
Gumbel temperature end 0.01

* Hoffman et al. only consider the reachability of Eu-
clidean workspace positions, while our method general-
izes to SE(3) poses.

¢ In contrast to Hoffman et al., we consider the self-
collisions of the robot. In addition, we show that our
method can be generalized to workspaces with obsta-
cles.

* Our method initially requires a computationally expen-
sive training phase, whereas inference for a specific
problem takes only a few seconds. In contrast, the
method presented by Hoffman et al. does not require
a training phase. However, they report run-times of
multiple hours to generate a solution for a new problem.
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