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Neuro-Adaptive Boundary Force Control of
Dual One-Link Flexible Arms with Unmodeled
Dynamics and Input Constraints

Mahdi Hejrati

Abstract— The primary purpose of this article is to accomplish
safe grasping task by means of dual one-link flexible manipulators.
In order to design a force-sensor-less force control, the direct force
control problem is reduced to common motion control problem, in
a way that by satisfying new control objectives the grasping task is
established. Afterwards, for the first time in the field of dual one-
link flexible manipulators, intelligent control methods are
combined with robust control approaches in an effort to; 1)
accomplish motion control objectives, 1) handle uncertainties in
the system, and I11) consider unknown, mixed input constraints,
resulting in NABFC (Neuro-Adaptive Boundary Force Control).
Moreover, to deal with unknown model uncertainties as well as
unknown input saturation and dead zones, Radial Basic Function
Neural-Networks (RBFNNSs) are used. In the same way, adaptive
control is utilized to estimate unknown parameters. By exploiting
Lyapunov’s direct method, proper Lyapunov functional and
Energy multiplier method are defined to express well-known yet
strong stability procedure, which compensates a complex stability
procedure proposed in the previous works. In the presence of the
designed controller, the presented stability procedure resulted in
a uniform ultimate boundedness (UUB) stability for the system.
Finally, for comparison aim between the designed controller with
other controllers, numerical analysis is used to demonstrate both
the excellent performance of the proposed controller and the
correctness of the stability analysis outcomes.

Index Terms— Adaptive Control, neural networks (NN),
boundary control (BC), Force control, Input constraints, Model
uncertainty, Sliding mode control, Flexible manipulator

. INTRODUCTION

n the face of the energy consumption crisis in various

industrial applications, utilizing flexible link manipulators

can be a feasible alternative. Have been designed to attain
good positioning accuracy, prevalent robotic manipulators are
fabricated in a massive and bulky way, which leads to low
operational speed and needs big actuators. The ensuing
consequence of mentioned problems makes these manipulators
energy inefficient. On the contrary, because of low stiffness,
flexible manipulators are lightweight, which diminishes power
utilization.
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Despite of all assets, flexible manipulators suffer from lack
of accuracy at the end-effector’s position due to unwanted
vibration of flexible links. Hence, vibration suppression and
position control of such manipulators are critical objectives. In
the context of one-link flexible manipulators, throughout the
last decades, numerous works have been done[l]-[4].
However, having more dexterous manipulators aiming for
executing more complex tasks necessitates controlling contact
force subjected to object or environment by end-effector.
Controlling the grasping force through dual one-link flexible
manipulators can prepare more safe conditions to do so. Due to
their low inertia, such manipulators can have lower force
overshoot that can be used for manipulating vulnerable
objects[5].

The mathematical model of these arms consists of hybrid
PDE-ODE equations that represents flexible link vibration and
motor dynamics along with geometrical constraints. However,
although considering PDE model for flexible arms makes
analysis of these systems more challenging, it eliminates some
problems like spillover instability resulted by reducing the
infinite-dimensional model to the finite one[6].

Albeit rigid cooperative manipulators have been exceedingly
examined[7]-[9], flexible ones have appealed little attention of
researchers. In [10], the grasping task using dual one-link Euler-
Bernoulli arms has been studied. To remove unwanted vibration
and apply desired grasp-ensuring force to an object a simple
boundary controller has been designed. Moreover, Semigroup
theory and Hilbert spaces have been employed to reach
conditional asymptotic and exponential stabilities. In [11],
Euler-Bernoulli beam model has been replaced with
Timoshenko model and a boundary controller has been
proposed to accomplish control goals. However, to guarantee
exponential stability of the system the frequency-domain
method has been utilized. Recently, in [12]-[15], traditional
control objectives like force and vibration control of both types
of beam models have been examined. The novelty of these
works in contradistinction to previous ones is controlling the
orientation of the grasped object in addition to common goals.
To prove the stability of the system under designed boundary
controller, mathematically complex methods, semigroup theory
and frequency domain method, have been employed.


mailto:mi.hejrati@gmail.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8017-4355

> REPLACE THIS LINE WITH YOUR PAPER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (DOUBLE-CLICK HERE TO EDIT) < 2

All above-mentioned papers just focused on complicated
mathematical tools, e.g., Hilbert Spaces and frequency
spectrum analysis, to reach strong stability under simple
control. Employing these tools extremely requires expert
knowledge, and, moreover, necessitate solving differential
equations to reach the stability result. Practically, when one
intends to examine the nonlinear dynamics, these approaches
become highly inefficient due to needs for solving highly
nonlinear differential equations. In contrast, Lyapunov-based
procedure is widely well-known and systematic platform that
requires no differential equation solving, attracting attentions
and paving a way for further examination of these systems. In
[5], a Lyapunov-based stability analysis procedure has been
proposed. Followingly, this work presents a much-sophisticated
stability procedure to reach uniform ultimate boundedness
(UUB) stability.

In order to simplify the analysis of the entire system and
avoid PDIE (Partial Differential Integral Equation), an
alternative is to use a linear dynamic model. However, this
simplification may cause model uncertainty that can affect
controller performance adversely. From mathematical
perspective, an efficient solution is having both simplified,
linear model and handling uncertainty. One way to overcome
such uncertainty is applying Radial Basic Function Neural-
Networks (RBFNNSs). Because of their universal approximation
ability, RBFNNs are a powerful tool to tackle uncertainty[16]—
[21]. Also, having many applications in various eras, flexible
arms are exposed to manipulate objects with mass uncertainty
or being derived by motors with unknown motor inertia, which
implies a significant need for a robust controller, like an
adaptive approach. Besides, in many real-life applications,
performance of the designed controller can be negatively
impacted by input saturation or other input constraints. In [22],
a model based controller has been designed to handle a
nonlinear backlash along with other control objectives in single
link flexible manipulator. In [2], a combined input saturation
and dead-zones has been considered in the analysis of single
link flexible manipulator. However, none of the above-
mentioned issues have been never addressed in the field of dual
one-link flexible arms. Considering unknown uncertainties
and/or input constraints by the methodology of the previous
works will makes the stability analysis complicated and
requires further advance research. In this paper, thanks to the
proposed stability procedure, not only did we consider
combined input constraint, but we also assumed that parameters
of constraints are unknown.

Present article, for the first time in the context of dual one-
link flexible manipulators, accumulated all the problems
mentioned earlier to analyze a more sophisticated model. In
contradiction to previous works, we exploited well-known
Lyapunov direct method along with energy multiplier method
and proposed new procedure to examine the stability, in a way
that considering any additional real-world challenges in the
model can be handled. For this aim, we split the analysis into
two parts: object-position loop and posture loop control. By
doing so, we first replaced the complex, direct force control
problem with position control approach, and then, applied the
backstepping-sliding mode approach to drive all update laws
and control signals. It worth to mention that for the first time
the backstepping and sliding mode approaches were utilized in

dual one-link flexible manipulators control problem that
required some modification in the select of sliding surface. The
consequence of all this procedure has resulted in a Neuro-
Adaptive Boundary Force Control (NABFC) in the presence of
unknown model and parameter uncertainty as well as combined
unknown input constraints. Compared to the previous
publications, the primary contributions of this work are as the
following.

1) For the aim of reducing the hardships of identifying
parameters in real-world applications, input constraints are
assumed to be unknown. Therefore, to handle this and
unknown model uncertainty, RBFNNs is employed.
Moreover, input saturation and input dead zones are
combined to support wide range of constraints.

2) We have developed a strong controller to manipulate any
object with unknown mass by using motors with unknown
inertia. Combining the backstepping and sliding mode
method gives us a more systematic and robust control and
update laws. However, introducing such controller to dual
one-link flexible manipulators requires overcoming some
mathematical challenges.

3) Proposed stability procedure removes requirement of
expert knowledge and differential equation solving to reach
strong stability, which were necessities of utilized
approaches in the previous works. Moreover, presented
procedure enables researcher to consider real-world
challenges in the model, whereas approaches in the
previous works are limited and requires further research
and development to be able to handle them in stability
analysis.

Il. DYNAMIC EQUATIONS & PRELIMINARIES

Fig. 1 demonstrates the scheme of dual one-link flexible
arms. As shown, this system embodies two Euler-Bernoulli
arms that are in touch with the grasped object. Each arm is
clamped in the root and, at the other side, attached to point
mass, which contacts the grasped object. Entire system operates
in horizontal plane, and so the gravitational effects are ignored.
Also, because the whole dynamic equations of the system are
supposed to be linear, all motions in the system are considered
to be small. Therefore, the contact forces between concentrated
masses and the grasped object are just in shown direction. Table
I illustrates parameters of dual one-link flexible manipulator.

y
Y2 A ) m,

-«

First arm
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Fig. 1. Schematic drawing of the dual one-link flexible arms

As long as there is a contact between end point masses and
grasped object, geometric constraints are persisting. These
geometric constraints can be written as below[23],
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Table I. Parameters of dual one-link flexible manipulator

Point masses attached to end-

effector i
l Length of the flexible arm
M Mass of the object
w;(x;, t) Elastic deflection of link i
0;(t) Angular displacement of link i
Vertical displacement of the
yu(®) object
u(t) Control signal of the end-effector
7,(b) Root: applledI itr:1oknitrol signal of
A;(0) Lagrange multiplier
El; Uniform flexural density of link i
Uniform mass per unit length of
pi link i

Inertia moment of the rotor hub i

Ji
AF Af;,i=1,2 Model Uncertainties

$i(t) = 10,(6) —wi (L) —yy +5=0 =12 ¢H)

This equation does own a significant importance because it
reduces the complex force control task to a well-known position
control yet ensures controlling contact force without force
sensors. However, in order to drive hybrid PDE-ODE dynamic
equations the Hamilton’s principle is employed. For this
purpose, the Kinetic and Potential energy of entire system are
required which can be expressed as KE = Z?:d% fol[xiéi(t) -
(e, O] g + 2 [16,(6) - i (1LO]° + L6203 + 293 and

PE = Z?ﬂ% Ol[wxxi(xl-, t)]?dx;, where a dot denotes the time

derivatives and a % denotes the partial derivatives with respect

to the spatial variable. Moreover, the virtual work consisting of
two torques at the root and one at the end-effector can be written
as W =YY%, 7;(£)86;(t) + uyy. Therefore, by applying
Hamilton’s principle and Lagrange multiplier method and
considering model uncertainty, the resulting equations of
motion can be derived as below,

150 ©) + = Wi i) = 3i8,0) @
w;(0,6) = wy;(0,8) = Wy (1L £) = 0 3)
m{; (1, t) = 10;()} = Eliwyei (L, 1) + 2;(6) = 0 )
Ji6i(t) + ELwyyi(0,8) = 7; + Af; (5)
mir (£) + (A + A2} = u + AF (6)
¢i(t) = 16;(6) —w (L) —yy +5=0 =12 )

where all parameters are defined in Table I. In order to
circumvent nonhomogeneous boundary condition and
eliminate 2;(t),i = 1,2, by combining (6) and (3) through
constraint equation (7), we get to,

El; ..
Wi (x, t) + p_L Wiexxxi (X3, £) = x;6;(t) (®
L
Wi(Or t) = Wxi(or t) = Wxxi(l' t) =0 (9)
Ji0;(t) + Eljw,; (0,8) = 7; + Af; (10)
2
M (£) + Z Elwi(L,t) = u + AF (11)
i=1
$i(t) = 16;(0) —w(Lt) —yy +5=0 =12 (12)
and the related algebraic relationships as below,
mA(t) = my(u+ AF) + (my + M)ELWyyr1 (1, ) (13)
- mlEIZWxxe(l' t)
mlz(t) = mz(u +AF) + (m1 +M)E12WXXX2(ll t) (14)

= M ElWyyy1 (L 1)

where the relationship between 2;(t) and f;(¢),i = 1,2, the
reaction forces, is as f;(t) = (=1){2;(¢).

At the following, some useful lemmas and inequalities are
presented.

Assumption 1: Model uncertainties 4F and A4f;,i = 1,2 are
supposed to have unknown positive constants @ and k; that
satisfy |4F| <@ and |4f;| < k;. Besides, these uncertainties
contain the characteristic of tli'rorcl AF(t) = tliTQ Afi(t) = 0.

Lemma 1[24]: For functions of ¢, (x,t), ¢,(x,t) € R, the
following inequality hold,

1 (x, )2 (6, 1) < S {p2(x, 1) + B3 (x, )} < w192 (x, £) +

1 .2

@, 3 (x, 0).

where w; >0 is a constant. Furthermore, for a continuous
differentiable function &(x,t) with respect to x, under the

condition of #(0,t) = 0 and &,(0,t) = 0, following inequalities
hold,

1
?(x,t) < lf D2 (x, t)dx
0

1
2(x,t) < lf D2, (x, t)dx
0

also, the following one is ascertainable,
®2(x,t) < I3 f) D2 (x, t)dx.

Lemma 2[24]: Th following inequality hold for o(t) € R,

1)
)

le@®)] —e(®) tanh( > < 0.2785w,

where w, > 0 is a constant.

Lemma 3[25]: Any arbitrary unknown continuous function
H(h):R™ > R, can be approximated by the means of RBF
neural networks as below,

Hh) = WIwh) +¢
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where h = [hy, hy, -+, b, ]JT € R®, W(h) = [, (h), ¥, (h), -,
w.(R)]" e R*, W € R™, and ¢ are input, basic function, weight
vector, and approximation bias of the neural networks,
respectively. The optimal weight vector W* can be expressed

by,
W* =arg ICT/nellz {ig£|}[(h|W) - }[(h)l}

where Fy = {W||W|| < w3} is valid field of the vector with a
design value ws, allowable set of the state vector F,, and
F(h|W) = WT®(h). Therefore, we can write,

Hh) = WTEh) + ¢

with £* is the ideal approximation bias that satisfies |e*| < w,,
where w, is an unknown positive constant. Moreover, the bias
function is Gaussian function described in [26].

This paper aims to control the contact force between the end-
effector and the grasped object in the presence of unknown
combined input constraints and unknown model and parameter
uncertainties. However, having a tool to reduce the force
control task to a position control will be exceedingly beneficial,
and dual one-link flexible manipulators, fortunately, own such
an implement: geometric constraints. Nevertheless, we need to
derive control objectives that successfully relate force and
position control approaches in order to have such a reduction.

Thus, the designed controller, at the static position, must be
able to satisfy A; - A%, wi(x,t) - 0,60, and y, — 0.
Therefore, in this desired position we have,

(15)

where i = 1,2. So, by substituting (15) in (8-11) and using (13)
and (14) and Assumption 1, we can get to desired static position
as,

A= A?:Wi(xi:t) =0,0= 0,ym =0,

A%x? x;
d_ _jd d(yy = ZL00 (20
Al - ’12 ’ Wi (xL) ZEIL-(3 l):
A412 (El, + EI
gazga_l_(g), 16
t— "2 3 \ ELEI (16)
1314
d _ jpd 1
v = 167 +3E11'

Due to geometric constraints, it is clear from (16) that ¢ and
A¢ are interdependent and cannot be chosen separately.
Furthermore, 8¢ and @¢ have relationship through A¢, which
means just by choosing two desired values remains will be
derived automatically. Besides, because of the inherent
characteristics of dual one-link flexible manipulators resulted
from (16), just by controlling angular positions of rotors
alongside the position of the grasped object, we can accomplish
the grasping task without the need for force sensor. Finally, our
control goals are as below,

ym =Y 0;(t) > 68, yu—>0 ,6;-0. a7

In many real-life applications, actuators are unable to provide
all of the required power supplies and virtually confront some
issues like input saturation and input dead zones. These
limitations can cause the controller to operate poorly, resulting
in failure or other undesirable outcomes. Hence, not only the

input constraint, but also the combination of input saturation
and input dead zones is considered in this paper.

Lemma 5[27]: If = is supposed to be a signal exerted to the
system and ¢ be the designed control signal, the issue of input
saturation along with input dead zones can be transformed into
an equivalent input saturation form as,

=D (sat(D+(g)))

{ kr(kM - m‘r) if ¢= kr(kM - mr) (18)

9 if kl(km - ml) <¢< kr(kM - mr)
ky(km —my) if ¢ < ky(km —my).

Considering Lemma 5, we can define actuators’ output as,

T; = D (Sat(D+(fl)))
{ kr1 (s — myg) if T = kr(kpy — Myy) (19)
= ‘L_'L

if k(s —myg) <7 < kg (kpyyr — M)
ke ey — myg) if T < kyg (kg — myq),

and

u=D (sat(D+(v)))
{ krp (k2 — mya) if v = kpp(kyz — My2) (20

v if ke —mp) <v <kpplky, — M) )
kip (kmz — myz) if v < ki(kpo —myp),

where ky; > 0and k,; <0 are unknown upper and lower
saturation levels, m; < 0 and m,; > 0 are the unknown dead
zones ranges, and k; > 0 and k,; < 0 are the unknown slope
parameters, i = 1,2.

In order to have robust controller with ability of cancelling
unknown input constraints and unknown uncertainties, let At; =
7; — T; and Au = u — v, and by defining new unknown variable
A=Aty + Af; and 4 = AF + Au, we can rewrite (10) and (11) as
below,

]19,(t) + EIinxi(O' t) = 'L_'i + Ai (21)

2
miy, (t) + Z EliWysri(Lt) = v + A.

i=1

(22)

To simplify the remaining procedure, we move the equilibrium
points to the origin. Letting e;(t) = 6;(t) — 8%, q;(x;,t) =
w; (i, ) — wi(xy), p(t) = yu(t) — y&, governing equations can
be transformed to the following version,

El;
qi(xir t) + p__LQxxxxi(xir t) = xiéi(t) (23)
L
qi(or t) = qxi(or t) = qxxi(ll t) =0 (24)
2
Mp©) + ) FlidaiLO) = v +4 25)
i=1
Ji&i(£) + Eliqrxi (0,6) = T; + A; + AFL. (26)
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I1l. CONTROLLER DESIGNING & STABILITY ANALYSIS

In this section we focused on deriving proper control laws
and updating rules in order to stabilize the system. In order to
derive  NABFC laws, we adopted a novel, integrated
Backstepping-Sliding mode method, not only to have a
systematic procedure but also to achieve a more robust
controller. Literally, both the backstepping and sliding mode
control methods are thoroughly studied. However, utilizing
these methods in the context of dual one-link flexible
manipulators happens for the first time in this paper. By the
way, the procedure is divided into two distinct steps: object-
position loop and posture loop. After applying Lyapunov’s
stability procedure to each step, the general Lyapunov function
is purposefully defined to assemble all parts and finish the
analysis.

To continue, suppose r; (t) = p(t), 1, (t) = p(t), r3;(t) = e; (1),
and 7,;(t) = ¢;(t). Then, (25) and (26) can be rewritten as
follow,

71(6) = 12(6) @7)
) 2
".'Z(t) :E{U+j_zEliQxxxi(l' t)} (28)
i=1
73;(t) = 1y (t) (29)
Tai(t) = }{fi +A; + AN — ELiqyi (0,0} (30)

A. Object-Position Loop Control Design

Dividing controller design process into separate parts can
facilitate the procedure and avoid complexity. In this part, the
end-effector control signal is derived to cancel some part of
model uncertainties, unknown grasped-object mass, and
unknown input constraints associated with this signal.

Let define,

z1(t) = (1) (31)
z(8) = 1rp(t) — s (B) (32)
s(t) = iz (t) + 2,(t) (33)

where z,, z, are stabilizing functions, s is sliding surface,  is
constant parameter, and «, (t) is virtual control, which can be
defined as below,

2
@O = =20 = ) qenb ) (34)
i=1

with ¢, > 0 being a constant parameter. The derivative of (34)
can be computed as below,

2
(0 = =4O = ) de L0
i=1

However, as we mentioned in Lemma 3, the unknown uncertain
term, 4, can be estimated by RBFNN as below,

A=w*TyX) + ¢ (35)

where W* and ¢* are the unknown ideal weight vector and
optimal approximation error, respectively, Y(X) is the basis
function, and X =[z;(¢),s(t), d1(t), Wirx1 (L 1), Warna (1, 1),
Waxx1 (L 1), Werr2 (L )]T. In addition, from Lemma 3, there is an
unknown constant £ > 0 such that |e*| < £.

Theorem 1. Suppose a system with governing equations of
motion like (27) and (28) that contains unknown uncertainty A4
and unknown parameter m. Handling mentioned issues, control
signal v can be proposed as,

v(t) = —nsign(s) — ks —z; — Mz, (A + ¢1)

2
~ N S
+ Z Eliqxxxi(l: t) - WTY(X) — s_tanhe—
i 1

i=1
2 (36)
—m Z ‘?xxxi(l: t)
i=1
with the update laws as below,
W =W = —a,;sY(X) + aa,W 37
Z A S o
£=—€=-y8 tanhe— + V1Y€ (38)
1
=
= —blsil (II + Cl) + blbzfr\l
(39)

2
- bls Z Qxxxi(lr t)
i=1

with n, k, fi, ¢;, and e, being positive and constant parameter.
Also, 7 is estimation of m, W is estimation of w*, and ¢ is
estimation of £&. Employing (36) leads to,

V,(8) < —z2(O{( + ¢1) — 91} — nls| — ks?

2
1 (s (1
+3 Z %cxxi(l: t) - bzm (1 - _)
191 = b3

. 1y 1 == 1
—Y2€ (1—y—3>—za2W W+Ea2W w
+ ¥3¥282 + bybym? + 0.2785¢, &

(40)

with ay, a,, by, by, bs, ¥4, 3,9, being positive and constant
parameter.
Proof.

Let V, (¢t) as,
WO = 3220 (1)

and by using (27), (31), (32), and (34), time derivative of (41)
can be computed as,

2
h© = —aZ®+ 2020 - 20 ) daa@d.  ©2)
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Substituting (32) in (33), taking time derivative, and using
(28) lead to,

NN § SRR §
S0 = @+ RO+ + 1= ) Bl

5 =1 (43)
+ Z Qxxxi(l: t)-
i=1

Selecting second Lyapunov function as,

Va(0) = Vi (®) + 3ms*(0) (44)

and calculating its time derivative by using (33), (42) and (43),
we get to,

2
V(6) = =G+ DO =20 ) G L0
i=1

+ s{m(ﬁ +c)zH )tz +v+ A4 (45)

2 2
- z EIiQxxxi(lr t) +m z QXxxi(l: t)}
i=1 i=1

Therefore, by substituting (35) and (36) in (45) and calling
Lemma 2 alongside |&*| < ¢,

2
ACERICERAFHOEFACH M)
i=1

2
+ fiis {(ﬁ + ¢z (t) + Z Goeexi (L, t)} (46)

=1
. . s
+sWTY(X) —nls| — ks? + ss'tanhe—
1
+0.27858¢,

where W = W* - W, = - & #ii = m — L.
Final Lyapunov function of this part can be propose as below,

1 . 1 . 1
Vo(t) = V,(¢) +gWTW +— &2 + —m?2. (47)
1

271 2by
Invoking (37), (38), (39), and (46) along with Lemma 3, time
derivative of (47) can be calculated as follow,

Vo(8) < =2f (O{(@ + ¢1) = 91} = nls| = ks?
2

2
1 1
+3 z Qxxxi(l: t) - bzﬁlz (1 - _)
191 = b3

=2 1 1 orm 1 «Typr*
— V28 (1_)/_3)_?12”/ W+Ea2W w
+ )/3}/28_2 + b2b3m2 + 0278561“:T

(48)

B. Posture Loop Control Design

In this section, both control signal of applying desired force
to the object through root actuators or update rules to overcome
unknown uncertainties are drawn. In contrast to the to-end-
effector-applied control signal, which helps to have more stable
states and vibration removal, posture control signals play a
significant role in the implementation of desired force.

Let define,
z3;(t) = 75,(t) (49)
Z4—i(t) = 714(t) — ay(8) (50)
Si(t) = HiZ3i(t) + 24(2) (61

where z3;, z,; are stabilizing functions, s;is sliding surface, y; is
constant parameter, and a,;(¢) is virtual control, i = 1,2, which
can be defined as below,

@i (t) = —c3i23;(0), (52)

with ¢5; > 0 being constant parameter. Taking time derivative
of (52) leads to,

b (t) = —cg;23;(¢).

However, as we mentioned in Lemma 3, the unknown
uncertain term, 4;, can be estimated by RBFNN as below,

2; =UTY(Z) + i} (53)
where U} and =/ are the unknown ideal weight vector and
optimal approximation error, respectively, Y(Z) is the basis
function, and Z; = [z3;(t),s;(t),d,;(®)]T. In addition, from
Lemma 3, there is an unknown constant 7; > 0 such that |z}| <
T .

Theorem 2. Suppose a system with governing equations of
motion like (29) and (30) that contains unknown uncertainty 4;
and unknown parameters J;. Handling mentioned issues, control
signal 7; can be proposed as,

T (t) = —&sign(s;) — ks — z3; — JiZa; (u; + c3)
Si

+ Ell-q,m-(O, t) - [’J\LTY(ZL) - ﬁ-i tanhe—
2i

54
— 241, 54
with update rules of unknown parameters as,
U = —U; = —agsi¥ (Z) + as;a,0; (55)
2 2 Si 2
T = -1 = —(yS; tanhe_z- + §1i{uT (56)
L
Ji = =Ji = —guisizai (W + c30) + 9192 (57)

with &;, k;, w;, c3;, and e,; being positive and constant parameters.
Additionally, j; are estimation of J, U; is estimation of U}, and
7; is estimation of ;. Exploiting (54)-(57) leads to,
Vi(®) < —(u; + 3025 — &lsil — k;s?
(i) -t (-g)
92ili J3i 2074 ZSi
1 7T 77 1 *«T prx —2
—50aUi Ui+ 5a, U7 Up + (i3
+ 9219317 + 0.2785€;

(58)

With as;, asi, 91i, 92ir 9sir Crir {21, {3 DeiNg positive and constant
parameter.
Proof.
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Let V3;(t) as,

V) = 32,0) (59)

and by using (27), (49), (50), and (52), time derivative of (59)
can be computed as,
V3i(t) = —c325;(t) + 23;(£)23; (1. (60)

Substituting (50) in (51), taking time derivative, and making use
of (30) lead to,

$i(t) = (i + c34)7Z3; ()

1
+f{fi +4; 4+ 28 — EL1qqi (0,0)}. (61)
Selecting second Lyapunov function as,
1
Vai(8) = V3 (8) + E]isiz(t) (62)

and calculating its time derivative by using (51), (60) and (61),
we achieve,

Vai(®) = —(u + €323, (t)
+sliQu + €323 (8) + 233 + T; + 4y + A7
- EIiQxxi(O: t)}

(63)

Therefore, by substituting (53) and (54) in (63) and calling
Lemma 2 in conjunction with |z} | < 77;, we get to,

Vai(®) < = + 30)25,(0) + Jisi (s + €373 (t)
Si

+ SlﬁlTY(ZL) - (ilSL" - kiSiZ + Si7:l'i tanh —

= (64)

+ 0.27857'_[i62i
where T =U"-0,i=7-%]=]—].
Final Lyapunov function of this part can be proposed as
below,

1 1 1
(t) =V, — 070, + — 72 2
Vi) = Vi) + 5 07 Ty + 5= if + 5 —JF.

(65)

Invoking (55), (56), (57), and (64) along with Lemma 3, time
derivative of (65) can be calculated as follow,
Vi(®) < —(ug + ¢3)25; — &ilsgl — kys?
- 1 - 1
= 92i)i (1 - _) = o (1 - _>
9g3i 3i
1 . 1 ST _,
~ 50U Ui+ 5ag Ui U + 5003
+ 9219317 + 0.2785€T;.

(66)

C. Convergence Analysis

In this part, the closed-loop stability of the whole system
based on the control and update laws represented by (36)-(39)
and (54)-(57) is established.

Theorem 3. Suppose the dual one-link flexible manipulator’s
representative system equation is (23)-(30). Based on the
NABFC laws described by (36)-(39) and (54)-(57), the closed-
loop system of the dual one-link flexible manipulator is
uniformly ultimately bounded.

Proof. Lyapunov function can be constructed as,

2
H(® = V(©) +E©) + CO + ) Vi(®) (67)
i=1
where,
B l
E(®) =% ) (L | ¢2(x,t)dx
2; | (68)
+Pif v (x, )dx;}
0
2 1
c) = i i — Dyi (g, £) gy (x5, dx;, 69
© ﬁzzpfo(x )94t )3z Gy Odx 69)

i=1

B, and B, are positive constants, and y;(x;,t) = q;(x;,t) —
x;e;(t). To guarantee that (67) is a positive Lyapunov function
and, also, to have a well-sequenced stability analysis, the
procedure is divided into two steps. Firstly, positiveness of the
H(t) is established, and, afterward, closed-loop stability is
proved.

Step 1: Considering (69) and employing Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality with Lemma 1, it derives,

2 1
€1 B2 ) o1 | 160~ D3 O Dl
i=1

2
< ,BZIZ o fo : (57 ) + q2(x 1)) dx, 70)
i=1

2
1
<oty e [ (720 + Pkt d
=1 0
< p1EQ@

. o _
where ¢, = B2tmin(e1p) min@L) Than we can complete first step
0.58, min(Ely,Ely,p1,p2)

by utilizing absolute value property and adding terms in (67),
C(t) excluded, to (70), we have,

2
0<¢; {E(t) + Vo (t) +Z Vu(t)} < H(t)

i=1

: 71)
<05 {E(t) o+ ) v,i(t)}
i=1

where, ¢, = min{l — ¢4, 1}, p3 = max{1 + ¢4, 1}. Moreover, g,
and B, must choose in a way that positiveness of the H(t)
guarantee.

Step 2: To proceed, we need to derive time derivative of (67).
With the aim of simplicity, we take the time derivative of each
term in (67) separately. Consequently, taking time derivate of
(68) and using (23) along with boundary conditions, lead to,
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2 1
E@®) =p Z El; {f Qoexei (K> ) e (x5, ) dx;
i=1 0

l
- J; Yi(xir t)qxxxxi(xir t)dxi} (72)

2
= ~f1 ) E{=3:(L O (1 0)
i=1

- yxi(on t)qxxi(on t)}
Now, by comparing y;(L,t) =q;(I,t) —le;(t) and p(t) =
le; () — q1 (L, t) = ley(t) — q(1, t), one can conclude that p(t) =
—y1(Lt) = =y,(Lt), that leads to —X%, yi(L)queni(Lt) =
p(t) Zi2=1 qxxxi(l: t)- Therefore, inVOking p(t) Zi2=1 qxxxi(lr t) =
—23p2(0) = 2 (B2 (L 0) + 252 =2+ c)zf — 2, (i +
c)OP() — (A + c1)z1 X1 Greni(L 1), the fact that y,,(0,t) =

—&;(t), e(t) =s;— (U +c3)z3, and Lemma 1, the time
derivative of E(t) can be derived as below,
2
. 1
O < © ) Elifz = 0,Gi+ )]
‘121119 1EI ElL,)z?
_31(#+C1){E_ 3 _E}( 1+ EL)z]
1
—Bi1(El, + EL) {E
@+ (< ’
a+c
- 193 } <; qxxxi(l: t)) (73)
2
1
+ Eﬁl (El; + EI)s* + B, Z El;04;s?
2
1
+ p1 ; El(u; + C3i)19_5iz§i
2
1
+ p1 ; El; q%,;(0,t) {19—41 + 95 (p; + CSi)}-
Considering (69), ¢(t) can be computed as,
2 !
c) =p, Zpif (x; = Dy Cxy, £) G (g, ) dx;
i=1 "0
2 1 (74)
+ B, Zpif (x; = Dyi ey, £) G (g, ) dx;
i=1 0
=G (D) + C,(b)
where,
. 2 l
GO = Y o [ G- DG Oan G Odn (79)
i=1 "0
. 2 l
GO =B Y i [ G = D3 O G Oz (76)
£ 0

i=1

Then, invoking (23) and (75) in addition to boundary condition,
lead to,

2

. 3 !

GO = =382 ) Bl | Gl O
i=1 0 @)

1
- E,BZEIilqazcxi(Or t).

Substituting y; (x;, t) = q;(x;, t) — x;e;(t) in (76) derives,

2 1
Co(8) = B, Zpif (e = Dyi(xg, )i (g, dx;
=0 (78)

2 1
+ B2 Z pi J;) (x; = Dyi(x;, £)é;(t)dx;.
=1

Afterward, by using Lemma 1 along with é() =s; —
(u; + c33)z3; and boundary condition, we get to,

GO <, i il = 196

i=1

1 L
= + c30) ﬁ_}f yE (x;, Ddx;
0

70
S
+ By l? Z Pig— st
i=1 6t
2

+ B 1? Z pi(W; + €3)97:25;.
i=1

(79)

Substituting (77) and (79) in (74) lead us to,
. 3 % !
c@) =< —Eﬁz Z El; fo Qi (x, ) dx;
i=
1 2
— EBZEIiquxi (0, t)

S 1
=82 ) pifz 19

i=1

17 (! (80)
= 1w + c3p) 19—}f yE (x;, Ddx;
7i 0

2
1
+Ba2 ) pio— st
L g
i=1
2
+ B 12 Z pi(u; + c31)97;25;.
=1

Finally, using (40), (58), (73), and (80), time derivative of H(t)
can be derived as,
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Uy
(@ +c)

H(t) < —(i +cy)z? {1 -

1 1
+ B,(EL + EL) {E — 9, — E}}

— stk =3 B En + B} - byt (1 bi)

2
1
- Z(Hi + ¢31) {1 =B 19_5‘E1i - ﬂzlzpiﬁ7i}Z§i
=1 ¢

N 2 1 2 72 1
= 3 {i = BuEtitu — Br20i g} 5t = gl (1-—)
~ 6i G3i

1y 1 .
~ Gt (1-5-) ~ 5T,
L

—B Z El; {E_ U, (i + C1)}f’2(t)
i=1

(@+c)
U3

1
- {31(511 +EL) {5—

1) [~ i
- —} <2 Geent(L t))

—ZEI{ Bl 31{ +1951(M1+C31)}}%2cxi(0:t)

_EBZZEILJ- qﬁxi(xl—,t)dxi
i=1 0
SR

5 Y puf = e = 1+ ) 5 f 92 ey ),
i=1

1
—nls| = &ls;| + E(IZW*TW* + V3V2€% + bybym?

1
+ 02785618 + 5 ay Ui U + {alaifif + guigsif
+0.278565;; < —@H(t) +h

where, h=2a,W*"W* + 37,82 + bybsm? + 0.2785€, +

1 * * e —

;auUiTUi + i3t} + 921937 + 0.2785€7;, Q=
K1 K3 Ks Yy

min {Kz oy ;c(,} /@2, K1 =min {(u + cl){ GreD (EL +

e o2}, fe-2aen ), b (-2 (i-

1) 1 101 1 1 .

Z)'Eaz}’ Ky —max{l,z—al,a,a,gm}, K3 —mtn{(u1+
1 1

C31) {1 =B 19_51511 - ﬁ2l2p1ﬁ71}, (uz + c32) {1 it 19_5251

ﬁzlzpzﬁn}; {k1 — BEL Y4y — 5112/31 i},{kz — BELY,, —

Bil?p2 19_;}:921 (1 - i)»gzz (1 - i)»(m ( _L):(zz (1 -

é)'%a‘”}’ K4 = max {1 ZL 2{111 2;11 2]1 2as, 2(112 i ljz}’

ks = min{f;p; {l = g1 = 1y + c31) 5 } ﬁzpz{ ez —

Lz + c32) 191 } S B2ElL, 5 2B2EL}, K = ﬁl - max{Ely, Ely, py, p1}.
Moreover, following condltlons hold,

) 1 1 }
1 TS + B (EL, + EL) {2 95 o >0 (82)
1
k— Eﬁl(EI1 +EL) >0,
1 (83)
ki — BLEL;04; — [J’llzpi? >0
61
1 1 1 1
1-—>0,1-—>0,1-—>01-—>0 (84)
by V3 J3i 30
1
1= By o—El; = Bl*p97; > 0 (85)
Us;
1 +c 1
B,(EL, +El) {— - %} -5>0 (86)
3 1
(81} 1
=Bl = By 1+ 05+ ex) > 0 87)
2 Dy
1 1
— 19 — 1, + c3i)19— >0,
1 7i (88)
5 9,(+¢;) > 0.
Now, from (81), the following holds,
ot
dHO) | @)
dt
which results in,
h
H(t) < H(0)e ¢t + R (90)

Therefore, invoking (41), (44), (47), (71), and (90), lead to,

1 2H(t 2
=z2(t) < © <
2 D204 P2P4

h

{H (0)e=¢* + —} (91)
@

that means when t — oo,

2h
[z, (D) < , (92)
1Ol

where (p4—mm{1 L 2$ - ;m} In the same way,
1

combining (59), (62), (65), (71), and (90), we get to,
lzgi(t) < 2H(t) < 2
2 P2051  P29si

{H(O)e“”t + %} 93)

where i = 1,2, and, when t — oo,

2h
|z3: (O < ) (94)
“O1= G oo
where, ¢s; = min {1 2;1 i i l]-} i =1,2. Based on (92)

and (94), it can be concluded that y,(t) and 6;(t),i = 1,2,
ultimately converge to y$ and 62, respectively. Therefore, by
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accomplishing the motion control objectives, the desired
contact force will be applied to the object smoothly and
ultimately.

IV. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

In this paper, in order to accomplishing force control task,
NABFC law is proposed to overcome unknown model
uncertainties and unknown input constraints. The hybrid PDE-
ODE equations of the system (8)-(11), driven by use of
Hamilton principle, alongside constraint equation (12) are used
to derive control and update laws (36)-(39) and (54)-(57). In
this section, to show the performance of the designed controller,
numerical solution is employed. The parameters of the dual
one-link flexible arms are given by: EI, = 0.115 N.m?,p; =
0.054%‘", M=03kg,m; =01kg,l=02m ,]i0.0073%,L =
0.1m, where i =1,2. The saturation levels ky, =2.1,kp; =
—2.1,ky, = 0.31,k,, = —0.31, the dead-zones ranges m,, =
0.1,m; = —0.1,m,, = 0.01,m;; =—0.01, and the slope
parameters k; =1,k,; = 1,i =1,2. Moreover, the model
uncertainties are supposed as 4; = —0.1ElW,,;(0,t),4 =
—0.05(Ely + EL) (Waxx1 (L, £) + Wyr2 (L 1)). Further, the
reference signals for the contact force is 2¢ = —0.5N and for
angular displacement is 6§ = 3 deg, where other values can be
derived from (16). In order to avoid chattering phenomena, the
sign function in control laws is replaced by sat function, which
can be defined as below,

lmax if 1= tmax
sat() =4t if tnax <t < lmin
lmin if 1< tmin

WhEre t,4,; = —lnin = 0.01.

The initial values of this constrained system must be chosen in
a way that constraint equation (12) be satisfied. For this reason,
we set initial values as, 8;(0) = 6;(0) = 0,i = 1,2,and y,(0) =
0.05, y,,(0) = 0.

Scenario I: With the proposed NABFC.

The design parameters of the NABFC scenario are chosen in
a way that satisfy conditions (82)-(88).

0
0.1
0.2

< 03

A

-0.5

06 . . . . . . . .
0 0.5 1 1.5 2 25 3 3.5 4 4.5 5
Time(s)

Fig. 2. Force response of NABFC for first link

0.6

0.5

S

0.2

0.1

. . . . . . . .
0 0.5 1 1.5 2 25 3 35 4 45 5
Time(s)

Fig. 3. Force response of NABFC for second link

35

. . . L L L . L J
0 0.5 1 1.5 2 25 3 3.5 4 45 5
Time(s)

Fig. 4. NABFC response fore angular displacement of first link

Hz(deg)
N

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 25 3 3.5 4 4.5 5
Time(s)

Fig. 5. NABFC response fore angular displacement of second link

As shown from Fig. 2 and Fig. 3, under the proposed NABFC
laws, the contact force between end-effectors and grasped
object ultimately converged to the desired value. The excellent
performance of the controller can be inferred from convergence
time of less than 0.5 second. Having slight fluctuation before
reaching the set-point, which is inflicted by input constraints,
the desired force is applied successfully without any overshoot,
which prepares a safe grasping task for fragile objects. Further
thought, the proposed controller canceled all model and input
uncertainties and performed flawlessly.



> REPLACE THIS LINE WITH YOUR PAPER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (DOUBLE-CLICK HERE TO EDIT) < 11

0.07

=3
o
>

o =3
=3 =)
= o

=3
o
@

norm of parameteres

0.02

. . . . . . . . |
0 0.5 1 1.5 2 25 3 3.5 4 45 5
Time(s)

Fig. 6. Vector norm of estimated parameters
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Fig. 7. NABFC control signals at the root
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Fig. 8. NABFC control signal at the end-effector

Angular displacement of each link is shown in Fig. 4 and Fig.
5. As it is concludable, controller was able to perfectly relocate
links to the desired position at less than 0.5 second. This
consistency in the convergence time perfectly proves two
things: correctness of the assumption that by achieving position
control problem goals force control problem objectives will be
established, and stability analysis result. Fig. 6 demonstrates
that the norm of parameter estimation converged to a fix point.
One of the abilities of the adaptive control is to accomplish
control objective despite inaccurate estimation of unknown
parameters. Therefore, by achieving the position control
objectives, the desired force applied to the object with no need

for force sensor or force control approaches. Fig. 7 and Fig. 8,
however, depict control signals of two motor torques at the root
and one force at the end-effector, which solid line represents
actuator output and dotted line denotes designed controller. As
it can be seen, in spite of input constraint and less motor power,
controller could afford to exhibit such a great performance.
Therefore, results illustrate that controller clearly overcome the
uncertainty and input saturation and ultimately accomplished
the position control goals, which implicates correctness of the
stability analysis outcomes.
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Fig. 9. Force response of PDS control for first link
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Fig. 10. Force response of PDS control for second link

Scenario I1: PDS control.
The PDS control signal is defined as below:

Vpps(t) = _Epp(t) - Evp(t) + (EliWxxr1 (L) (95)
+ EIZWxxe (l' t))
Tpps; = —kpiei(t) — ky,€;(t) — ks, EliGyy; 96)
+ EL;w,;(0, 1)
where k,,, ky, ky,, ky,, ks,, i = 1,2, are positive constants and
as the design parameters of the PD controller, their values are:
k, = 40, k,, = 35, Em = 35, Evi =15, Esi =10.

Both Fig. 9 and Fig. 10 display time history of contact forces.
As it can be seen, it takes almost 2 second for PDS controller to
apply desired force to the object. Fig. 11 and Fig. 12 illustrate
that the same time was required for the controller to accomplish
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position control objectives. Based on Fig. 13 and Fig. 14, which
exhibit the control signals of PDS, it can be concluded that for
the same input power, NABFC is much faster yet robust and
stable than PDS controller. This clearly shows the excellent
performance of the proposed controller.

3.5

3

251
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0 0.5 1 1.5 2 25 3 35 4 45 5
Time(s)

Fig. 11. PDS response for angular displacement of first link
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Fig. 12. PDS response for angular displacement of second link
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Fig. 13. PDS Control signals at the root
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Fig. 14. PDS control signal at the end-effector

Scenario I11: PD control.
The PD controller is introduced as following:

vpp(t) = _kpp(t) =k, P(t) + (EliWyxx1 (1, 1) (97)
+ EIZWxxe(l' t))

Tpp; = —kpie;(t) — ky,6;(t) + EL;wyy; (0, 1) (98)
where ky, ky, kp,, ky,, t = 1,2, are positive constants and as
the design parameters of the PD controller, their values are:
k, =10, k, =9, ky,, = 60, k,,, = 55.

Fig. 15 and Fig. 16 show the time history of contact force
applied to the object by PD controller. As it can be observed, it
took much longer for PD controller to achieve goals, although
the input power is the same as NABFC and PDS control. The
reason that PDS is much better than PD is due to strain feedback
in the PDS that makes it faster. However, all results perfectly
evidence that the introduced NABFC controller is robust in
canceling uncertainties and fast in convergence.

A, (N)

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 25 3 3.5 4 4.5 5
Time(s)

Fig. 15. Force response of PD control for first link
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Fig. 16. Force response of PD control for second link
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Fig. 17. PD Control signals at the root
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Fig. 18. PD control signal at the end-effector

Conclusion

In this article, we proposed the NABFC to control contact
force between end-effectors and grasped object. For this aim
and in order to remove force sensor, we utilized the constraint
of the system and turned the force control problem to position
control problem. Afterwards, we proposed a systematic,
Lyapunov-based stability analysis procedure that removes the

prevailing problems of approaches utilized in the previous
works. By doing so, we were able to consider unknown, mixed
input saturation and input dead zones, along with unknown
model and parameters uncertainties for the first time in the field
of dual one-link flexible arms. Then, to handle these challenges,
a combination of intelligent control schemes, Neural Networks,
with robust, systematic approaches like backstepping-sliding
mode, was exploited. Through the stability analysis by using
the proposed Lyapunov-based approach, uniform ultimate
boundedness was achieved. Finally, numerical simulation was
used to demonstrate excellent performance of the controller. As
figures have shown, proposed controller can afford to cancel all
uncertainties, and, despite input constraints, uniformly apply
desired force to object in 0.5 second. By comparing result of the
NABFC with PDS and PD control, it was proved that the
proposed controller is faster in convergence and robust in
canceling uncertainties, for the same input power.

REFERENCES

[1] H.sayyaadi and M.Hejrati, “Adaptive Backsteping Sliding Mode
control of single Link Flexible Manipulator in Presence of State
constraint and nonlinear observer,” 4th Int. Conf. Robot.
Mechantronics(ICRoM), 2019.

[2] Y. Ren, Z. Zhao, C. Zhang, Q. Yang, and K.-S. Hong, “Adaptive
Neural-Network Boundary Control for a Flexible Manipulator With
Input Constraints and Model Uncertainties,” IEEE Trans. Cybern.,
pp. 1-12, 2020, doi: 10.1109/tcyb.2020.3021069.

[3] K. Yamaguchi, T. Endo, Y. Kawai, and F. Matsuno, “Non-collocated
boundary control for contact-force control of a one-link flexible arm,”
J. Franklin Inst., vol. 357, no. 7, pp. 4109-4131, 2020, doi:
10.1016/j.jfranklin.2020.01.018.

[4] W. He, T. Meng, X. He, and C. Sun, “Iterative learning control for a
flapping wing micro aerial vehicle under distributed disturbances,”
IEEE Trans. Cybern., vol. 49, no. 4, pp. 1524-1535, 2019, doi:
10.1109/TCYB.2018.2808321.

[5] H. Sayyaadi and M. Hejrati, “Boundary Force Control of Two one-
link Flexible Manipulator to Accomplish Safe Grasping Task,” 2021,
[Online]. Available: https://civilica.com/doc/1238334/.

[6] H. Talebi, R. Patel, and K. Khorasani, Control of flexible-link
manipulators using neural networks. .
[7] J. Liang et al., “Dual quaternion based kinematic control for Yumi

dual arm robot,” in 2017 14th International Conference on
Ubiquitous Robots and Ambient Intelligence, URAI 2017, Jul. 2017,
pp. 114-118, doi: 10.1109/URAI.2017.7992899.

[8] A. Zhai, J. Wang, H. Zhang, G. Lu, and H. Li, “Adaptive robust
synchronized control for cooperative robotic manipulators with
uncertain base coordinate system,” ISA Trans., Jul. 2021, doi:
10.1016/j.isatra.2021.07.036.

[9] Z. Li, Y. Xia, and F. Sun, “Adaptive fuzzy control for multilateral
cooperative teleoperation of multiple robotic manipulators under
random network-induced delays,” IEEE Trans. Fuzzy Syst., vol. 22,
no. 2, pp. 437-450, 2014, doi: 10.1109/TFUZZ.2013.2260550.

[10] T. Endo, F. Matsuno, and H. Kawasaki, “Simple boundary
cooperative control of two one-link flexible arms for grasping,” IEEE
Trans. Automat. Contr., vol. 54, no. 10, pp. 2470-2476, 2009, doi:
10.1109/TAC.2009.2029401.

[11] T. Endo, F. Matsuno, and Y. Jia, “Boundary cooperative control by
flexible Timoshenko arms,” Automatica, vol. 81, pp. 377-389, 2017,
doi: 10.1016/j.automatica.2017.04.017.

[12] T. Endo, D. Wu, and F. Matsuno, “Boundary control of dual
Timoshenko arms for grasping and orientation control,” Int. J.
Control, wvol. 0, no. 0, opp. 1-11, 2018, doi:
10.1080/00207179.2018.1514532.

[13] T. Endo, N. Shiratani, K. Yamaguchi, and F. Matsuno, “Grasp and
Orientation Control of an Object by Two Euler—Bernoulli Arms With
Rolling Constraints,” J. Dyn. Syst. Meas. Control, vol. 141, no. 12,
2019, doi: 10.1115/1.4044718.

[14] T. Endo, K. Umemoto, and F. Matsuno, “Exponential stability of dual



> REPLACE THIS LINE WITH YOUR PAPER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (DOUBLE-CLICK HERE TO EDIT) < 14

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

flexible arms for grasping and orientation control,” IET Control
Theory Appl., vol. 13, no. 16, pp. 25462555, 2019, doi: 10.1049/iet-
cta.2019.0359.

D. Wu, T. Endo, and F. Matsuno, “Exponential Stability of Two
Timoshenko Arms for Grasping and Manipulating an Object,” Int. J.
Control. Autom. Syst., vol. 19, no. X, pp. 1-12, 2020, doi:
10.1007/512555-020-0075-8.

L. Liu, Y. Liu, S. T.-l. transactions on Cybernetics, and U. 2018,
“Neural networks-based adaptive finite-time fault-tolerant control for
a class of strict-feedback switched nonlinear systems,” IEEE Trans.
Cybern., vol. 49, no. 7, pp. 2536-2545, 2019, Accessed: Jul. 04,
2021. [Online]. Available:
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/abstract/document/8354894/.

D.P.Li, Y. J. Liu, S. Tong, C. L. Philip Chen, and D. J. Li, “Neural
networks-based adaptive control for nonlinear state constrained
systems with input delay,” IEEE Trans. Cybern., vol. 49, no. 4, pp.
1249-1258, 2019, doi: 10.1109/TCYB.2018.2799683.

X. Zhong, H. He, D. Wang, and Z. Ni, “Model-Free Adaptive Control
for Unknown Nonlinear Zero-Sum Differential Game,” IEEE Trans.
Cybern., vol. 48, no. 5, pp. 1633-1646, 2018, doi:
10.1109/TCYB.2017.2712617.

Y. Yang, W. He, Q. L. Han, and C. Peng, “Hoo synchronization of
networked master-slave oscillators with delayed position data: The
positive effects of network-induced delays,” IEEE Trans. Cybern.,
vol. 49, no. 12, pp. 4090-4102, 2019, doi:
10.1109/TCYB.2018.2857507.

C. Yang, G. Peng, Y. Li, R. Cui, L. Cheng, and Z. Li, “Neural
networks enhanced adaptive admittance control of optimized robot-
environment interaction,” IEEE Trans. Cybern., vol. 49, no. 7, pp.
2568-2579, 2019, doi: 10.1109/TCYB.2018.2828654.

M. Wang, Z. Wang, Y. Chen, and W. Sheng, “Adaptive Neural
Event-Triggered Control for Discrete-Time Strict-Feedback
Nonlinear Systems,” IEEE Trans. Cybern., vol. 50, no. 7, pp. 2946—
2958, 2020, doi: 10.1109/TCYB.2019.2921733.

W. He, X. He, M. Zou, and H. Li, “PDE Model-Based Boundary
Control Design for a Flexible Robotic Manipulator with Input
Backlash,” IEEE Trans. Control Syst. Technol., vol. 27, no. 2, pp.
790-797, Mar. 2017, doi: 10.1109/TCST.2017.2780055.

T. Endo, F. Matsuno, and H. Kawasaki, “Simple boundary
cooperative control of two one-link flexible arms for grasping,” IEEE

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

Trans. Automat. Contr., vol. 54, no. 10, pp. 2470-2476, 2009, doi:
10.1109/TAC.2009.2029401.

H. GH, L. J.E, and P. G, “Inequalities Cambridge.”
University Press, 1959.

M. Chen, S. S. Ge, and B. V. E. How, “Robust adaptive neural
network control for a class of uncertain MIMO nonlinear systems
with input nonlinearities,” IEEE Trans. Neural Networks, vol. 21, no.
5, pp. 796-812, May 2010, doi: 10.1109/TNN.2010.2042611.

M. Chen, G. Tao, and B. Jiang, “Dynamic Surface Control Using
Neural Networks for a Class of Uncertain Nonlinear Systems with
Input Saturation,” IEEE Trans. Neural Networks Learn. Syst., vol. 26,
no. 9, pp. 20862097, 2015, doi: 10.1109/TNNLS.2014.2360933.

R. L. Maria del Carmen and W. P. Heath, “Controller structure for
plants with combined saturation and stiction,” IEEE Int. Conf.
Control Appl., pp. 1394-1399, 2012, doi:
10.1177/0959651818806410.

Cambridge

Mahdi Hejrati was born in Tabriz, East
Azerbaijan, Iran, in 1996. He received the
B.S. degree in mechanical engineering from
the University of Bonab, East Azerbaijan, in
2018, and the M.S. degree in mechanical
engineering from Sharif University of
Technology (SUT), Tehran, in 2021.

During the M.S. program, from 2018 to

2019, he cooperated with the Center of Excellence in Design,
Robotics, and Automation (CEDRA), Sharif University of
Technology. Moreover, from 2019 to 2020, he was a member
of the engineering team to design and manufacture a soft knee
exosuit for gait rehabilitation in stroke in cooperation with the
New Technologies Research Center, Amir Kabir University of
Tehran. His research interests include flexible manipulators,
robotics, control theory, and mechatronics.



