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Learning-based Delay Compensation for Enhanced Control of Assistive

Soft Robots

Adrià Mompó Alepuz1, Dimitrios Papageorgiou1 and Silvia Tolu1

Abstract— Soft robots are increasingly used in healthcare,
especially for assistive care, due to their inherent safety and
adaptability. Controlling soft robots is challenging due to their
nonlinear dynamics and the presence of time delays, especially
in applications like a soft robotic arm for patient care. This
paper presents a learning-based approach to approximate the
nonlinear state predictor (Smith Predictor), aiming to improve
tracking performance in a two-module soft robot arm with a
short inherent input delay. The method uses Kernel Recursive
Least Squares Tracker (KRLST) for online learning of the
system dynamics and a Legendre Delay Network (LDN) to
compress past input history for efficient delay compensation.
Experimental results demonstrate significant improvement in
tracking performance compared to a baseline model-based non-
linear controller. Statistical analysis confirms the significance of
the improvements. The method is computationally efficient and
adaptable online, making it suitable for real-world scenarios
and highlighting its potential for enabling safer and more
accurate control of soft robots in assistive care applications.

I. INTRODUCTION

The growing elderly population and increasing number

of individuals requiring assistance with activities of daily

living (ADLs) pose significant challenges for healthcare

systems worldwide [1]. Traditional care approaches struggle

to meet this growing demand, creating substantial burden on

both families and caregivers [2], [3]. Soft robots, with their

inherent safety due to material compliance, are emerging

as a promising solution for direct physical assistance tasks

[4]. Their ability to conform to irregular shapes and provide

gentle interaction forces makes them particularly suitable for

healthcare applications, where traditional rigid robots may

pose safety concerns [5].

However, controlling soft robots presents unique chal-

lenges due to their complex nonlinear dynamics. Unlike rigid

robots that can be modeled using discrete joint equations, soft

robots exhibit continuous deformation along their structure

[6], leading to theoretically infinite-dimensional systems.

These control challenges are further exacerbated by inherent

delays, which arise from communication latencies and actu-

ator dynamics, and can significantly degrade performance or

even destabilize otherwise stable systems [7], [8].
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Although soft robot control remains an open challenge,

delay compensation represents an opportunity for significant

performance improvement regardless of the underlying con-

trol strategy. Traditional delay compensation methods like the

Smith Predictor [9] heavily rely on accurate system models,

which are particularly difficult to obtain for soft robots.

While data-driven methods for delay compensation have

been explored, a key challenge remains: effectively learning

these complex dynamics online to handle model changes and

environment interactions, while handling efficient past signal

representation from the inherent time delays.

To address these challenges, we propose a learning-based

approach to approximate a nonlinear state predictor, which

effectively provides measurement corrections that compen-

sate for delays. The method combines efficient input history

compression using Legendre Delay Networks (LDN) [10]

with online nonlinear learning via Kernel Recursive Least

Squares Tracker (KRSLT) [11]. Our approach integrates

seamlessly with an existing robust control framework based

on super-twisting sliding mode control [12], enhancing its

performance through adaptive delay compensation while pre-

serving the robustness guarantees of the baseline controller.

The main contributions of this paper are: (1) the develop-

ment and experimental validation of a learning-based method

to approximate a nonlinear Smith Predictor for a two-module

soft robot arm; (2) the demonstration of significant tracking

performance improvement compared to a baseline robust

controller, achieving up to 64% reduction in tracking error at

higher gains; and (3) insights into the practical implications

for assistive applications.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.

Section 2 provides relevant background in soft robot control

and delay compensation. Section 3 describes the system

and control architecture. Section 4 details the proposed

learning-based approach. Section 5 presents the experimental

setup, and Section 6 discusses the results. Finally, Section 7

concludes the paper and outlines directions for future work.

II. BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK

A. Soft Robot Control

Soft robots exhibit continuous deformation along their

structure [6], leading to theoretically infinite-dimensional

systems that are challenging to model accurately. Various

control approaches have been proposed, from simplified

analytical models to data-driven methods. Conventional ap-

proaches often rely on simplifying assumptions, such as

the constant curvature model [13], which become unreliable

under loading conditions or complex motions. While more
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detailed analytical models have been proposed [14], they

are often too computationally intensive for real-time control.

Data-driven methods offer an alternative, with approaches

ranging from neural networks [15], [16] to hybrid solutions

that combine partial analytical knowledge with learning [17],

[12]. However, these methods still face challenges to achieve

both accuracy and computational efficiency for online adap-

tation. For a more comprehensive overview of modeling and

control and methods for soft robot refer to [18], [19].

B. State Prediction for Delay Compensation

The Smith Predictor [9] is a classic approach, using a plant

model to predict future outputs and adjust control. While

nonlinear extensions exist [20], [21], they remain model-

dependent, a challenge for soft robots.

Learning-based approaches offer a model-free alternative.

Prior work on learning-based delay compensation has ex-

plored methods like Iterative Learning Control for linear

systems or batch processes [22], [23]. Tian et al. [24] used

an offline-trained statistical method for delay prediction in

linear systems. Others leverage the powerful representation

capabilities of neural networks (NNs) [25], [26]), but rely

on offline training. Shi et al. [27] presented an online

nonlinear learning method based on radial basis function

NNs, but its comprehensive compensation strategy introduces

architectural and tuning complexity, and potential compu-

tational overhead. These limitations highlight the need for

an approach that balances online adaptability, nonlinearity

handling, and computational efficiency.

C. Efficient Online Learning

Kernel methods can provide this balance. Their implicit

mapping to high-dimensional feature spaces allows for effi-

ciently capturing nonlinearities [28], [29]. The Kernel Recur-

sive Least Squares Tracker (KRLST) [11] provides efficient

online adaptation and computational tractability, making it

well-suited for learning complex, delayed dynamics.

The challenge of representing signal history efficiently

is crucial for delayed systems, where the computational

burden increases with the delay length [30]. The Legendre

Delay Network [10] offers an efficient solution by compactly

representing continuous-time signal histories using orthogo-

nal polynomials. When combined with kernel-based learn-

ing methods, this approach becomes particularly attractive

for delayed systems requiring online adaptation [31]. Our

method builds on this synergy, using LDNs for efficient

memory compression and KRLST for online nonlinear learn-

ing, specifically tailored to approximate the integral term of

a nonlinear Smith Predictor for robust and accurate control

of soft robots with delays.

The integration of such learning-based methods with tra-

ditional robust control frameworks represents a promising

approach for enhancing the performance of soft robots while

maintaining stability guarantees. This paper explores such

an integration, focusing specifically on efficiently learning a

nonlinear Smith Predictor to improve delay compensation in

a two-module soft robot arm.

Fig. 1: Soft robot arm with
sensor and actuator setup. The
cross-section shows the distri-
bution of the three cables (C1,
C2, C3) in one of the modules.

III. SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

A. Soft Robot Arm

The soft robot arm consists of two identical modules

connected in series, each actuated by three servomotors for

cable-driven control. The use of this arm for assistive applica-

tions in elderly care was explored in [32]. A magnetic tracker

mounted at the tip provides 6-dimensional measurements (3D

position and 3D orientation). This two-module configuration

presents increased challenges compared to [12], with higher

inertial effects and stronger dynamic coupling between mod-

ules.

B. System Model

Following [12], we employ a first-order nonlinear model

identified through SINDYc (Sparse Identification of Nonlin-

ear Dynamics with control). While this choice omits explicit

acceleration terms, it offers practical advantages: simpler

identification and effective capture of dominant viscoelastic

dynamics, though the increased mass in our two-module

system makes this modeling choice more challenging. The

identified model takes the form

ẋ = Ax+ fA(x) + [B1 +B2(x)]u + g(u) (1)

where x ∈ R
6 represents the end-effector pose and u ∈ R

6

contains the servomotor inputs. The control loop operates at

50 Hz sampling rate.

C. Control Architecture

The proposed control architecture enhances the robust

control framework from [12] by integrating a nonlinear Smith

Predictor framework to address the 0.14-second input-output

delay. The baseline controller employs a super-twisting slid-

ing mode controller (STSMC) for robustness against un-

certainties and disturbances, coupled with a nonlinear input

estimator to handle actuator nonlinearities.

The SINDYc-identified model described in Equation 1

defines the nonlinear mappings needed by the controller,

with h(x, u) = [B1 +B2(x)]u+ g(u) as the nonlinear input

mapping, and f(x) = Ax + fA(x) as the state-dependent

dynamics. The STSMC law is then given by:

vSMC = k1⌊e⌉
1/2 + k2

∫ t

0

⌊e(τ)⌉0dτ (2)



Fig. 2: Control architecture combining the model-based baseline control
architecture (STSMC and inversion estimator) together with the proposed
Learning Predictor to realize a Smith Predictor control architecture.

where k1 and k2 are positive definite matrices, e = x − r

is the pose tracking error and the notation ⌊w⌉a refers to a

vector w with components wi = |wi|
asgn(wi). The desired

control speed is then computed as v = ṙ − f(x) − vSMC ,

and designed such that, if h(x, u∗) realizes v with an ideal

input u∗, the closed-loop error dynamics become finite-time

stable.

The nonlinear input estimator inverts the mapping h(x, u)
between the desired control speed v and the actual actuator

input u, following:

u̇ = ΓM(x, u)(v − h(x, u)) (3)

where Γ is a positive definite matrix, and M(x, u) is a matrix

function designed to ensure invertibility conditions.

As shown, both the commanded velocity v and the input

estimator depend on the velocity model. While effective for

single-module control [12], this model faces limitations with

the increased inertia and coupling in our two-module sys-

tem, making accurate state prediction more challenging and

motivating our learning-based Smith Predictor enhancement.

This requires considering the full state (pose and its time

derivative) despite using a velocity-based model for control.

D. Nonlinear Smith Predictor

For a delayed nonlinear system, we consider the complete

state X(t) = [x(t), ẋ(t)]T , including pose x(t) and velocity

ẋ(t). The complete system dynamics are given by Ẋ(t) =
F(X(t), u(t− d)), with F as a generic nonlinear function.

The SP aims to predict the future pose x(t+ d). Ideally, the

predicted pose xp(t) is given by considering the predicted

complete state Xp(t) = [xp(t), ẋp(t)]
T within the integral:

xp(t) = x(t) +

∫ t

t−d

Fx(Xp(τ), u(τ))dτ

︸ ︷︷ ︸

∆xp(t)

(4)

where ∆xp(t) is the predicted pose change, and Fx rep-

resents the pose component dynamics derived from F .

However, computing this integral iteratively using predicted

states Xp(τ) for τ ∈ [t − d, t] is complex and error-prone,

and more so with the absence of a good model for Fx.

Instead, we aim to approximate the effect of the entire

integral term. For this, we identify that the key variables it

depends on are just the history of control actions u[t−d,t] and

the initial predicted state Xp(t−d). The rest of the predicted

states up to Xp(t) are unknown but not necessary, since they

are produced by the model F . We also establish Xp(t−d) ≈
X(t), leveraging the fact that an ideal predictor at t − d

would have predicted the state at time t. The signal X(t) is

known, as a composition of the current pose x(t), and the

estimated velocity ˙̂x(t) from an observer ˙̂x = L(x− x̂). The

nonlinear mapping method that approximates ŷ(t) ≈ ∆xp(t)
is detailed in the next section.

Finally, the predicted pose xp(t) = x(t) + ŷ(t) is used

for error calculation in the STSMC controller, aiming to

compensate for the delay and enhance tracking performance.

Fig. 3: Learning Predictor, showing the dependency on the variables

x(t), ˙̂x(t) and either m(t) for LDN or uhist(t) for raw history, and the
Training and Inference phases.

IV. LEARNING-BASED APPROXIMATION OF THE SMITH

PREDICTOR INTEGRAL TERM

This section details the proposed learning-based approach

for approximating the integral term of the nonlinear Smith

Predictor. The method combines input history compression

using Legendre Delay Networks (LDNs) with online nonlin-

ear learning via the Kernel Recursive Least Squares Tracker

(KRLST) algorithm.

A. Input History Compression with LDN

To address the challenge of representing the extended

input history required for delay compensation, we employ

LDNs to compress the past input signal. The LDN ap-

proximates the signal over a time window θ using a set

of p orthogonal Legendre polynomials, effectively capturing

the essential information about the past input in a compact

representation.

The dynamics of the LDN are governed by the following

linear time-invariant system:

θṁ(t) = Am(t) +Bu(t) (5)

where m(t) ∈ R
p is the state vector, A ∈ R

p×p and B ∈
R

p×1 are matrices derived from the Padé approximation of

a delay, and u(t) is the input signal. The specific structure

of A and B matrices can be found in [10].

In this work, we use p = 3 states for the LDN. This

provides a balance between compression and accuracy in

representing the input history. The memory length θ is set

to match the delay length d of the system of 0.14 seconds.



For comparison, we consider two alternative approaches

that do not use LDN compression:

1) Full History: The complete history of the input signal

u[t−d,t] is used, with the length of the history window

matching the delay length d. This amounts to the past

7 control actions for our sampling rate.

2) Matched History: The input history is truncated to

match the number of states used in the LDN compres-

sion (p = 3), providing a direct comparison of memory

compression versus raw input history with the same

number of states.

B. Online Learning with KRLST

The compressed input history m(t) (or the raw input

history for non-LDN variants) is combined with the current

state to form the input for the KRLST algorithm [11].

The complete input vector consists of the 6-dimensional

pose, its 6-dimensional time derivative (obtained through the

observer), and either the compressed history m(t) ∈ R
3 or

raw input history u[t−d,t] ∈ R
n where n is either 3 or 7 states

per actuator. With six actuators, the resulting input dimension

is 12 + 6n, ranging from 30 dimensions for the compressed

variants to 54 dimensions for the full history variant.

Given this input z(t), KRLST computes the kernel vector:

kt = [k(x1, z(t)), k(x2, z(t)), . . . , k(xM , z(t))]T (6)

where k(·, ·) is the kernel function, x1, x2, . . . , xM are the

current dictionary bases, and M is the dictionary size.

The predicted output ŷ(t), which corresponds to the

approximation of the integral term in the nonlinear Smith

Predictor, is then computed as:

ŷ(t) = kTt αt (7)

where αt is the weight vector.

KRLST updates its weights online and adaptively ex-

pands its dictionary to minimize prediction error and en-

sure efficient representation. It also incorporates a forgetting

mechanism to adapt to non-stationary dynamics. Additional

key parameters are the kernel width σ2, the regularization

parameter ν, and the forgetting factor λ.

In this work a Gaussian kernel was used, and the param-

eters σ2, ν, λ and dictionary size M were selected through

a systematic tuning process detailed in Section 5.

C. Approximation of the Smith Predictor

As discussed previously, analitically computing the inte-

gral ∆xp(t) =
∫ t

t−d
Fx(Xp(τ), u(τ))dτ within the SP is

impractical. The proposed method aims to learn the nonlinear

mapping {X(t), u[t−d,t]} → ∆x(t) online using KRLST,

obtaining the approximation ŷ(t) ≈ ∆xp(t).
For inference at time t, the input data {X(t), u[t−d,t]} is

used to compute the prediction ŷ(t). The LDN provides a

compressed representation of the recent past input history

u[t−d,t] for efficient inference.

For online training of KRLST at time t, we utilize

past data from time t − d. The training input is {X(t −
d), u[t−2d,t−d]}, which are buffered values from the previous

time steps. The training target is the pose difference over

the delay ∆xp(t − d) = x(t) − x(t − d). Thus, KRLST

learns to approximate the mapping ŷ(t − d) ≈ ∆xp(t − d).
The complete state X(t−d) includes the observer-estimated

velocity. Figure 3 visually represents the described method.

By learning this mapping online, KRLST efficiently ap-

proximates the Smith Predictor integral term. The learned

prediction ŷ(t) is used to compute the predicted pose xp(t) =
x(t) + ŷ(t) for delay compensation, bypassing complex

modeling and enabling online adaptation.

V. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

The experimental validation focused on trajectory tracking

performance in both transient and steady-state conditions.

Each experiment consisted of tracking a circular reference

path in the XY plane while maintaining constant height. The

trajectory parameters were selected to ensure operation well

within the robot workspace, with a 5 cm radius for the circle

and the height set in middle of the vertical range.

A. Experimental Protocol

Each experiment lasted 60 seconds, structured in two

phases:

• A 20-second spiral buildup where the circle diameter

gradually increased from zero to its final value

• A 40-second period of constant-diameter circular track-

ing at 0.5 rad/s (one revolution every 12.56s)

For analysis purposes, the data was segmented into:

• Transient phase: First 22.3 seconds, including the spiral

buildup

• Stable phase: Last 37.7 seconds, comprising the last

three complete circle revolutions

Pose measurements were obtained at 50 Hz through a

magnetic tracking system, with the sensor mounted at the

robot end-effector. The measured 6D pose (position and

orientation) and its time derivative, estimated through the

observer described in Section 3, served as inputs for both

control and modeling performance evaluation.

B. Controller Configurations and Algorithm Tuning

The control parameters were tuned experimentally, starting

with a conservative baseline configuration that prioritized

stability over tracking accuracy. The input estimator gain

Γ and sliding mode gains k1, k2 were adjusted to achieve

smooth motion with minimal oscillations, though allowing

some tracking error. This established the low gain condition,

from which medium and high gain conditions were derived

by doubling and tripling k1 respectively:

• Low gain: Conservative tuning prioritizing baseline sta-

bility, and allowing under-performance in tracking

• Medium gain: Doubled gain for balanced performance-

stability trade-off

• High gain: Tripled gain to evaluate performance limits

The KRLST parameters were tuned through a two-stage

process. First, offline analysis with pre-recorded data estab-

lished the normalization parameters for each of the KRLST



TABLE I: XY RMS Tracking Error (mm) for Transient and Stable Phases

Phase Method Low Gain Medium Gain High Gain

Transient

Baseline 22.92 ± 0.75 11.11 ± 0.46 15.94 ± 0.75

LDN-3 21.78 ± 2.33 9.19 ± 0.68 9.84 ± 0.34
Hist-3 22.40 ± 0.69 9.54 ± 0.24 9.97 ± 0.34
Hist-7 22.17 ± 0.87 9.46 ± 0.27 10.03 ± 0.37

Stable

Baseline 21.59 ± 0.75 14.36 ± 0.65 27.63 ± 1.56

LDN-3 20.94 ± 1.25 8.26 ± 0.32 9.88 ± 0.37

Hist-3 21.37 ± 1.29 8.28 ± 0.30 9.97 ± 0.23
Hist-7 21.50 ± 0.89 8.25 ± 0.29 9.92 ± 0.21

inputs, and suitable orders of magnitude for the kernel width

σ2, regularization parameter ν, and forgetting factor λ. These

parameters were then refined through online experiments,

with adjustments of 20-50% around the initial values to

optimize performance. The dictionary size was limited to 80

entries to maintain computational efficiency while ensuring

adequate model complexity.

C. Performance Evaluation

Two primary metrics were used to evaluate the methods:

• Tracking Performance: RMS error in the XY plane

between reference and actual trajectories

• Modeling Performance: RMS error between predicted

and actual state changes over the delay period, measur-

ing the accuracy of the Smith Predictor integral term

approximation.

To quantify the benefit of prediction, the No-Pred case (no

prediction) is included in the modeling performance metrics,

calculated as the difference between current and future states

from the experimental data of the different learning methods.

For statistical analysis, 20 successful experiments were

retained for each combination of method (LDN-3, Hist-

3, Hist-7) and gain condition (Low, Medium, High), after

excluding runs that exhibited anomalous behavior due to

sporadic computer lag or external disturbances.

Statistical significance was assessed using one-way

ANOVA followed by Tukey’s post-hoc test (α = 0.05),

analyzed separately for each gain condition and experimental

phase.

VI. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Overall Tracking Performance Comparison

The tracking performance results demonstrate significant

improvements achieved by the learning-based Smith Predic-

tor compared to the baseline controller, particularly at higher

gains. Table I summarizes the RMS tracking error in the XY

plane for both transient and stable phases.

At low gains, all methods achieved similar performance,

with XY RMS errors around 22 mm. However, as the

controller gains increased, the advantages of the learning-

based methods became more pronounced. During the stable

phase, at medium gains, the learning methods achieved a

42% reduction in tracking error compared to the baseline

(8.3 mm vs 14.4 mm RMS). The relative improvement

was even more dramatic at high gains, where the learning

TABLE II: XY RMS Modeling Error (mm) for Transient and Stable Phases

Phase Method Low Gain Medium Gain High Gain

Transient
No-Pred 4.26 ± 0.08 5.40 ± 0.14 7.54 ± 0.27

LDN-3 1.45 ± 0.13 2.33 ± 0.15 2.61 ± 0.15
Hist-3 1.43 ± 0.12 2.52 ± 0.20 2.85 ± 0.14
Hist-7 1.41 ± 0.11 2.52 ± 0.14 2.89 ± 0.17

Stable
No-Pred 4.24 ± 0.08 5.38 ± 0.13 7.49 ± 0.21

LDN-3 2.21 ± 0.20 2.35 ± 0.10 3.12 ± 0.13

Hist-3 2.30 ± 0.09 2.55 ± 0.14 3.28 ± 0.14
Hist-7 2.38 ± 0.13 2.51 ± 0.11 3.17 ± 0.12

methods maintained good performance with a 64% reduction

in tracking error (9.9 mm vs 27.6 mm RMS).

During the transient phase at medium gains, LDN-3

showed a slight advantage over other variants, achieving 9.19

mm RMS error compared to 9.54 mm and 9.46 mm for Hist-

3 and Hist-7 respectively. While this difference approached

statistical significance (p = 0.0720), all learning methods

converged to similar performance levels in the stable phase

(8.25-8.28 mm RMS). This suggests that the LDN-based

compression might facilitate faster initial learning, though

the long-term performance is comparable across variants.

The baseline controller showed significantly different be-

havior between phases, performing better during the transient

phase at high gains (15.94 mm vs 27.63 mm RMS), likely

due to the slower motion during the spiral buildup. In

contrast, the learning methods maintained consistent perfor-

mance across phases, demonstrating their ability to handle

both transient and steady-state tracking tasks.

Statistical analysis confirms the significance of these im-

provements. One-way ANOVA showed no significant differ-

ences between methods at low gains (p = 0.1787) compared

to baseline. However, at medium and high gains, the differ-

ences were highly significant (p < 0.0001), with all learning

variants significantly outperforming the baseline controller

according to Tukey’s post-hoc tests.

B. Modeling Comparison of Learning Variants

While all learning variants achieved similar tracking

performance in the stable phase, their modeling accuracy

and learning behavior showed notable differences. Table II

presents the modeling error results, which measure how

accurately each method predicts the state change over the

delay period.

At low gains, all variants showed similar modeling error

during the transient phase (1.41-1.45 mm RMS). However, as

the gains increased, LDN-3 demonstrated superior prediction

accuracy compared to both Hist-3 and Hist-7. This advantage

was particularly evident at high gains during the transient

phase, where LDN-3 achieved 2.61 mm RMS error compared

to 2.85 mm and 2.89 mm for Hist-3 and Hist-7 respectively,

a statistically significant improvement (p < 0.001).

The stable phase showed a general increase in modeling

errors across all methods, likely due to the more dynamic

nature of the constant-diameter circular tracking compared

to the spiral buildup. However, LDN-3 maintained its ad-



Fig. 4: Comparison of XY tracking error (RMS) between baseline controller (red) and LDN-3 learning method (blue) across the gain conditions. Top plots
show the trajectories in the x-y plane, with the spiral buildup faded-out; bottom plots show the x and y tracking errors that correspond to the top plots,
with transient phase (first 22.3s) and stable phase (last 37.7s)

vantage, particularly at medium gains where it achieved 2.35

mm RMS error compared to 2.55 mm for Hist-3 (p < 0.001).

Interestingly, increasing history length from 3 to 7 states

(Hist-3 vs. Hist-7) did not significantly improve modeling

or tracking. This suggests that the most recent input history

(as in Hist-3) holds the most relevant information, which

LDN effectively compresses. This is particularly noteworthy

given that LDN-3 achieves slight superior performance while

maintaining the same input dimension as Hist-3.

Figure 5 illustrates the effectiveness and adaptability of

the learning methods. The initial low errors during the spiral

buildup (0-20s) increase at the transition to full circular

motion (Rev. 0-1). The No-Pred case consistently shows

high errors (5-10mm), while learning methods achieve 2-

3x lower errors. By the final revolution (Rev. 3), all learning

variants converge to their lowest errors, demonstrating con-

tinuous improvement. Although stable-phase errors increase

with controller gain (Table II), this increase is less than

proportional, demonstrating the robustness of the learning

approach.

The relationship between modeling error and tracking per-

formance reveals some interesting patterns. Despite the better

modeling accuracy of LDN-3, all variants achieved similar

tracking performance in the stable phase. The prediction

accuracy achieved by all methods is sufficient for improved

control performance, indicating the robustness of the control

architecture to minor prediction differences. However, the

improved modeling of LDN-3 during the transient phase

may explain its slightly advantage at tracking, particularly

at medium gains.

C. Implications for Assistive Applications

The improved tracking performance and robustness of

the learning-based method have important implications for

assistive applications of soft robots. In healthcare, tasks like

bathing assistance [32] require precise, reliable control and

Fig. 5: Comparison of XY prediction error magnitude across gain settings
and methods, averaged from all 20 experiments. Error shown for LDN-3
(blue), Hist-3 (green), Hist-7 (red) methods and the No-Pred case (black).
Entire revolutions are indicated as Rev. "R", with "R" = {0,1,2,3}. Vertical
axis shows a combination of a linear scale (0-5 mm) and log scale (5-15
mm)

inherent safety, provided by the soft structure of the robot.

The ability to achieve accurate tracking at higher gains,

without large oscillations, suggests this method could enable

more responsive and stable human-robot interactions.

Preliminary qualitative experiments using human-guided

trajectories, where the robot follows hand movements de-

tected by a camera, indicate smoother motion with the

learning-based method compared to the baseline controller.

This is relevant for assistive scenarios requiring responses to

unpredictable human movements. A comprehensive evalua-

tion of human-robot interaction is underway to validate these

observations.

The efficiency of the method, especially with LDN-based

compression of the input history, is particularly well suited

for real-time adaptation to changing interaction dynamics.

This adaptability is crucial in assistive care where the robot

must adjust to different users and varying task requirements.



VII. CONCLUSION

This paper has presented a learning-based approxima-

tion of the integral term in a nonlinear Smith Predictor

for enhanced control of a soft robotic arm. The method

combines efficient input history compression using Legendre

Delay Networks with online nonlinear learning via KRLST,

achieving significant improvements in tracking performance

compared to a baseline robust controller.

Experimental results showed up to a 64% reduction in

tracking error at high gains, with the learning-based method

effectively compensating for the system’s inherent delay. The

LDN-based compression variant demonstrated advantages

during the learning phase, achieving superior modeling accu-

racy and computational efficiency. The ability of the method

to enable stable operation at higher gains with reduced

oscillations is relevant for assistive care, where precise and

safe control are essential.

Several promising directions for future work emerge.

While current results show significant improvement over

the baseline, further refinements to the control model could

enhance performance. The Smith Predictor effectively com-

pensates for delays regardless of the base controller, sug-

gesting that combining it with more sophisticated control

could further reduce errors. This could include a refined,

advanced model-based controller that better captures the soft

robot’s nonlinear dynamics, or learning-based controllers that

adapt to changing conditions. Additionally, a comprehensive

evaluation of human-robot interaction is ongoing to validate

the effectiveness of the method in unstructured environments

typical of assistive care.

The results presented here represent an important step

toward enabling precise and reliable control of soft robots in

healthcare settings, while maintaining their inherent safety

advantages through compliant structures and learning-based

adaptation.
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