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Abstract

This study presents an innovative approach to optimal gait control for a soft quadruped robot enabled by four Com-
pressible Tendon-driven Soft Actuators (CTSAs). Improving our previous studies of using model-free reinforcement
learning for gait control, we employ model-based reinforcement learning (MBRL) to further enhance the performance
of the gait controller. Compared to rigid robots, the proposed soft quadruped robot has better safety, less weight, and
a simpler mechanism for fabrication and control. However, the primary challenge lies in developing sophisticated
control algorithms to attain optimal gait control for fast and stable locomotion. The research employs a multi-stage
methodology, including state space restriction, data-driven model training, and reinforcement learning algorithm de-
velopment. Compared to benchmark methods, the proposed MBRL algorithm, combined with post-training, signif-
icantly improves the efficiency and performance of gait control policies. The developed policy is both robust and
adaptable to the robot’s deformable morphology. The study concludes by highlighting the practical applicability of
these findings in real-world scenarios.
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1. Introduction

Legged robots have demonstrated remarkable agility
in both academia [1, 2, 3] and industry1,2. Most of
them were made of rigid materials by convention, but
the rigid robots suffered from low energy density or re-
quire heavy onboard power sources for extended oper-
ation [4]. In contrast, soft robots offer distinct advan-
tages, including lightweight, compliance, and afford-
ability [5]. These features have made soft robots ideal
for collaborative tasks in healthcare, search and rescue,
human-robot interaction scenarios, and omnidirectional
navigation [6, 7]. Owing to the nonlinear dynamics
and infinite degree of freedom (DoF) of soft materi-
als, traditional control methods based on dynamic mod-
els of the robots become inadequate. This underscores
the need for advanced control strategies tailored to the
ever-changing morphology of soft robots [8], differen-
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tiating them from traditional rigid robots [4]. In partic-
ular, rigid quadruped robots, a common type of legged
robot mimicking the locomotion of four-legged animals,
are proficient in agile locomotion [4]. Soft quadruped
robots have the advantage of safe interaction with the
environment thanks to flexible and deformable struc-
tures [9].

Historically, locomotion control for rigid-legged
robots usually relied on model-based optimal control
approaches such as Whole-Body Control (WBC) [10,
11], Model Predictive Control (MPC) [12, 13], and
Trajectory Optimization (TO) [14]. Recently, there
has been growing interest in leveraging Reinforcement
Learning (RL) techniques to enhance the control and
adaptability of soft robotic systems through iterative im-
provements [15, 16]. The selection for the best con-
trol design method is still ad hoc. As the complex-
ity of robotics increases, RL is increasingly important
to develop robust control algorithms for robots with
many DoFs and time-variant properties. In RL, learn-
ing algorithms, namely agents, optimize control policies
based on performance feedback measured by the robots,
which are often called environments. The environment
may be either a physical robot or more commonly a
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simulation model of the physical robot. To precisely
capture the detailed dynamics of the physical robot, the
simulation model is often complex and time-consuming
for execution. RL algorithms that directly obtain sam-
ples and rewards from the complex simulation models
are also inefficient and are often called model-free RL
(MFRL) methods [17, 18].

To improve the training efficiency of RL, researchers
have explored various strategies that improve the tra-
ditional MFRL methods. One prominent approach is
the use of model-based RL (MBRL), where a simpli-
fied and computationally efficient approximate model
replaces the original environment model. MBRL can
significantly reduce the sample complexity compared to
MFRL, thus enhancing efficiency and stability in the
learning process [19, 20, 21]. In addition, Meta RL is
also promising to boost RL efficiency [22, 23]. This ap-
proach focuses on training models to learn how to learn,
enabling them to quickly adapt to new tasks with min-
imal data. It often operates by training on the distri-
bution of tasks and optimizing for generalization across
them. Moreover, exploration strategies are crucial in
enhancing the efficiency of RL. Methods such as intrin-
sic motivation [24], curiosity-driven exploration [25],
and uncertainty-based exploration [26] enable the agent
to identify informative and rewarding states more effec-
tively than relying on simple random exploration.

Specifically, MBRL is gaining interest in the robotics
field, mainly due to data efficiency challenges and phys-
ical hardware constraints [27]. The approximated model
can be used to simulate future states and rewards, thus
allowing the agent to plan and make decisions based
on anticipated outcomes without relying on direct in-
teraction with the environment. Therefore, substantial
data samples and rewards can be obtained quickly from
the approximation model, and the training process can
be significantly expedited. Several neural network ap-
proaches are applicable for the approximation model,
including deep neural network (DNN) [28], recurrent
neural network (RNN) [29], and convolutional neural
network (CNN) [30]. Since CNNs are effective for iden-
tifying spatial patterns and features, they are suitable for
spatial analysis instead of complex temporal relation-
ship, and hence not applicable for modeling dynamics.
RNNs, on the other hand, incorporate loops in the net-
work structure to store information from previous inputs
and use it to generate the next output in the sequence.
They are hence effective for handling sequences, time
series data, and dynamic patterns [31, 32]. DNNs can
also model complex relationships through multiple lay-
ers of abstraction. They are also applicable for model-
ing the dynamics of high-dimensional systems, such as

robot locomotion dynamics.
In our previous studies [7, 18], we developed SoftQ

(Soft Quadruped), a soft quadruped robot enabled by
four Compressible Tendon-driven Soft Actuators (CT-
SAs) as legs, each controlled by three servo motors. To
avoid learning directly with the physical robot, a dy-
namics model of the SoftQ has been made by SimScape
Multibody. The Soft Actor-Critic (SAC) algorithm is
employed to learn an optimal gait of the SoftQ. How-
ever, two limitations are observed. First, the SimScape
model of the SoftQ is accurate but time-consuming, ne-
cessitating around 30 seconds of computation for each
elapsed physical second. Second, an MFRL approach is
applied in the prior work, where the end-to-end control
is performed by directly using the motor output as the
action space. Despite its popularity in RL applications,
the MFRL method is inefficient for mobile robots due
to the generation of numerous unfeasible or redundant
leg motor position combinations, by which the learning
process does not exploit the model knowledge of the
robot.

This study investigates gait control for SoftQ through
a customized MBRL approach by incorporating post-
training (PT). In MBRL, a surrogate model of the en-
vironment is learned to approximate the dynamics of
the environment with much less computation time [27].
The learning agent employs this surrogate model to esti-
mate the next state and corresponding reward for a given
current state and action, mitigating the computational
burden of direct interaction with the environment. De-
spite the computational efficiency of MBRL, the inher-
ent divergence between the real and surrogate models
may lead to sub-optimality in the converged controller.
Consequently, PT is applied subsequently to enhance
the RL controller’s performance. PT shares similarities
with continual learning [33], which takes place after
the convergence of an initial training process using the
surrogate model and exposes the converged controller
to the real environment. The method enables an addi-
tional training phase to refine its capabilities for real-
world adaptation. Subsequently, PT facilitates the trans-
fer of acquired skills from MBRL, allowing them to be
adapted and applied to the real robot.

In summary, the contributions of this article are as
follows: (i) We investigate the MBRL approach with a
data-driven surrogate model for training gait controllers
in soft quadruped robots. Our approach guarantees the
state transition estimation accuracy while improving the
training efficiency compared to the traditional model-
free method. (ii) By employing a parametric gait pattern
model, we effectively reduce the state and action spaces
during the exploration in MBRL, thereby enhancing the
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control system’s efficiency for the SoftQ robot. (iii) We
provide empirical evidence of the real-world effective-
ness of our proposed algorithms, highlighting the poten-
tial applicability and adaptability of our methodology
for optimizing gait control.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. Sec-
tion 2 shows the background and an overview of the re-
inforcement learning framework. Section 3 introduces
the studied soft quadruped robot and develops its sur-
rogate model using a data-driven approach. Section 4
elaborates on the MBRL algorithm and emphasizes its
real-world performance improvement for robotic sys-
tems. Section 5 outlines the hardware implementation,
experiment setup, and evaluation results. Finally, Sec-
tion 6 provides the conclusion for this article.

2. Preliminaries

The reinforcement learning framework is defined by
an agent interacting with its environment at the discrete
time steps t. The agent observes a state st ∈ S, per-
forms an action at ∈ A, receives a reward rt ∈ R, and
transitions to a new state st+1, as dictated by the environ-
ment’s dynamics f : S×A → S. In MBRL, we approx-
imate this dynamics function with a surrogate model f̂θ,
parameterized by θ, to predict state transitions. We as-
sume f̂θ follows a Markov Decision Process (S,A, P, r)
with continuous state (S) and action (A) spaces. The
transition function P(st+1 | st, at) evaluates the probabil-
ity density of transitioning from the current state st to
the subsequent state st+1 upon executing action at. After
taking action at in state st, the agent immediately re-
ceives a reward rt := r(st, at) from the reward function
r : S ×A → R, quantifying action desirability.

2.1. Soft Actor-Critic

SAC algorithm uses the surrogate model for the op-
timal gait policy training, which is selected because of
its superior performance in continuous action space en-
vironments [34]. It is designed to derive a policy that
maximizes cumulative expected rewards while consid-
ering policy distribution entropy [35]. Policy entropy,
denoted by H(π(· | st)) = Eat∼π[− ln π(at | st)], quanti-
fies the uncertainty of the action selection for a policy
π in state st. Higher policy entropy promotes explo-
ration during training, thereby mitigating the risk of lo-
cal policy convergence. The training is terminated upon
reaching a predetermined reward threshold or the train-
ing episode reaches a predefined limit.

The SAC algorithm aims to find a stochastic policy π
that maximizes a trade-off between expected return and

entropy. The value function Vπ(st) of a state by follow-
ing the policy π is regarded as the entropy-constrained
expectation of the accumulated reward, and

π∗ = arg max
π

Vπ(st)

Vπ(st) = Eat∼π[Qπ(st, at) − α ln π(at | st)],
(1)

where the Q function Qπ evaluates the control policy,
and α denotes the entropy regularization coefficient, of-
ten referred to as Temperature [36]. The choice of α
determines the relative importance of the entropy term
against the reward, and a higher α corresponds to a
larger preference for exploration to prevent premature
convergence to suboptimal policies. We leave out the
mathematical derivations for simplicity, and the details
can be found in [34, 35, 37].

Figure 1: Gait control policy generation framework.

2.2. Training Framework
Figure 1 illustrates our framework for developing an

effective gait control policy for SoftQ. Our previous
work uses a SimScape Multibody dynamics model of
SoftQ as the environment for RL training, which is
time-consuming. To reduce the training time, a Deep
Neural Network (DNN) is chosen to represent the sur-
rogate model f̂θ(st, at). The model is trained on a dataset
D collected from the high-fidelity SimScape simula-
tion model, where the dataset is collected by applying
stochastic actions to the SimScape model. It encapsu-
lates the transitions of current states st with actions at

to next states st+1. To evaluate the accuracy of the sur-
rogate model, we utilize a dedicated dataset Dval that
includes expertly designed gait patterns serving as a
benchmark. Both datasets,D andDval, include pairs of
current observations st and current actions at with their
corresponding states st+1 observed.

In the subsequent step, a surrogate model using DNN
is trained to approximate the physics-based robot sim-
ulator. Building upon the surrogate models from the
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previous phases, we proceeded to IO MBRL: train the
control policy, and IIO PT: continuously refine the policy
through SimScape simulation for higher accuracy. This
continuous refinement is necessary to adapt the learned
policy to the physical system. Finally, the trained con-
trol policy is implemented on the SoftQ to validate its
effectiveness.

2.3. Robot Specifications

Figure 2: Overview of SoftQ and CTSA: (a) Rendered robot with key
states. (b) CTSA bending angle αb. (c) CTSA rotational angle αr . (d)
CTSA compression length zl.

Our previous studies [7, 18] have developed SoftQ,
a soft quadruped robot characterized by its innovative
utilization of four CTSAs. Figure 2(a) provides an il-
lustration of the robot, including orientation (roll θx,
pitch θy, and yaw θz), translational velocities along
three axes (vx, vy, vz), and contact forces on its four feet
( fnFL, fnFR, fnRL, fnRR). The defining characteristic of
the CTSAs is the cable-driven mechanism, which can
continuously bend and twist. The cables, also referred
to as tendons, guide the deformation of soft materi-
als. Each leg of the robot is actuated by three cables,
driven by three servo motors, totaling 12 actuators for
the robot’s motion. Then the control input to each leg
is a vector dten = [dA, dB, dC]⊤, as illustrated in Fig-
ure 2(b).

3. Surrogate Model Development

3.1. Inverse Kinematics Analysis
Based on the previous work [7], a leg’s pose during

the walking is characterized by three values illustrated
in Figure 2(b)-(d). αb is the bending angle of a leg, αr
is the rotational angle of a leg, and zl is the compres-
sion length of a leg. A combination of the three values
defines the pose of the leg a = [αb, αr, zl]⊤. The pose
and the movements of the three servo motors satisfy the
kinematic model with

dten = ginv(a) = finv([αb, αr]⊤) + 1zl, (2)

where finv : R2 → R3 is derived by geometric analysis,
and ginv(·) is expressed by

dA = Rdαb cos(αr) + zl,

dB = Rdαb cos(αr +
2π
3

) + zl,

dC = Rdαb cos(αr +
4π
3

) + zl.

(3)

The vector of tendon displacement dten is further used
as the motor reference for the low-level position control.
The synchronization of the designed trajectory on a and
dten of each leg will lead to a gait pattern of the robot.

3.2. Restriction on State Space
Built upon the inverse kinematic model in (2) and (3),

we impose constraints on actions based on gait patterns
and encapsulate the gait by parameters to increase learn-
ing efficiency. Defining specific gait patterns for rigid
quadruped robots, such as trot, pace, bound, pronk, and
gallop has been a prevalent practice [38]. By restricting
gait controllers based on these patterns, we can simplify
the controllers using specific gaits. The simplification
reduces the search space and thus improves learning ef-
ficiency. Our prior approach [18] is built on the mo-
tors’ behaviors, in particular for three motors to each
leg, resulting in 12 actions, i.e., aMF

t ∈R
12. In this study,

the robot is restricted to following the trot gait so that a
pair of diagonal legs must move synchronously. The trot
gait, noted for its stability and balance [39], involves a
two-beat diagonal movement pattern where diagonal leg
pairs move synchronously [40]. Consequently, the ac-
tion space is restricted to the dynamics of diagonal leg
pairs, defined by the desired bending angles (αb1 , αb2 )
and compressed leg length (zl1 , zl2 ) for each pair, result-
ing in an action space

at = [αb1 , zl1 , αb2 , zl2 ] ∈ R4

The subscript 1 represents the pair of front left and rear
right legs, and the subscript 2 represents the other pair.
This reduction in action space is significant, bringing
the space down from 10 to 4. Note that αr is excluded
from the action space due to its direct correlation with
the robot’s walking direction [7].

The state variables of the robot include sensor mea-
surements from the quadruped robot, with orienta-
tion θθθ(t) = [θx(t), θy(t), θz(t)] ∈ R3, capturing roll,
pitch, and yaw angles; translational velocities v(t) =
[vx(t), vy(t), vz(t)] ∈ R3; and normalized contact forces
fn(t) = [ fnFL(t), fnFR(t), fnRR(t), fnRL(t)] ∈ R4. Thus the
observation state vector to describe the robot is

st = [θθθ(t), v(t), fn(t)] ∈ R10

4
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Figure 3: Expert gait design, solid lines for FL and RR pairs, dashed
lines for FR and RL pairs.

This study also leverages an expert trot gait from pre-
vious studies [7] with a period of Texp = 0.8 s. A pair of
diagonal legs moves identically, and the movements of
the two pairs have a time delay of Texp/2. When a leg
swings backward from a forwarding bending pose, it is
not compressed and thus has contact with the ground.
When the leg swings forward, it is compressed to avoid
touching the ground. Thus, the actions of the expert trot
gait can be expressed in αb and zl, as plotted in Fig-
ure 3. The diagonal leg pair only touches the ground
during backward motion, relying on ground friction for
forward propulsion. The further visual representation
and analysis of the resulting trajectory are shown in Fig-
ure 7.

3.3. Surrogate Model Training

The dynamics of the SimScape environment model is
modeled by the state transition function f : S×A → S,
where S ∈ R10 and A ∈ R4, and the sampling time is
Ts. The state update of this function relies on the execu-
tion of the SimScape model and is time-consuming. To
reduce the computation time, we approximate f with
a surrogate model f̂θ : S × A → S, where θ is the
vector of all parameters of the surrogate model. The
training dataset D ⊂ S × A × S is collected from exe-
cuting the SimScape model with trajectories of random
actions from a fixed initial state vector s0. Specifically,
a certain percentage (2%) of expert gait trajectories is
injected into the dataset to improve the chances of suc-
cessful walk experiences. The training of the surrogate
model f̂θ finds the optimal model parameter θ that min-
imizes the average error for the datasetD by

Error =
1
|D|

∑
(st ,at ,st+1)∈D

1
2
∥st+1 − f̂θ(st, at)∥2, (4)

where ∥·∥ denotes the Euclidean norm.
We employ two metrics to quantify the accuracy of

the surrogate model: the correlation coefficient (R) and
the normalized root mean squared error (NRMSE). And

R = ρval =

∑
Dval,D̂val

(st − s̄)(ŝt − s̄pred)√∑
Dval

(st − s̄)2∑
Dval

(ŝt − s̄pred)2
, (5)

where st is the measured state in validation datasetDval.
ŝt ∈ D̂val is the corresponding prediction states by the
surrogate model. Similarly, s̄ = 1

|Dval |

∑
Dval

st is the av-
erage of all states in Dval and s̄pred =

1
|D̂val |

∑
D̂val

ŝt is the
average of all prediction states. NRMSE is defined by

NRMSE =

√√
1
|Dval|

∑
(st ,at ,st+1)∈Dval

∥
st+1 − f̂θ(st, at)

max(st) −min(st)
∥2.

(6)
Eqs. (5) and (6) evaluate the prediction accuracy for

one-step prediction. Nevertheless, the prediction accu-
racy in a multi-step lookahead scheme [41] is also es-
sential for the surrogate model to pursue global opti-
mality. We hence calculate T -step validation errors by
propagating the learned dynamics function forward T
times to make multi-step open loop predictions. For
each given sequence of true actions (at, ..., at+T ) from
Dval, we compare the corresponding ground-truth states
(st+1, ..., st+T+1) to the surrogate model’s multi-step state
predictions (ŝt+1, ..., ŝt+T+1) as follows. Let the initial
state prediction ŝt be st, the iterative states become
ŝt+i = f̂θ(ŝt+i−1, at+i−1) for i > 0, and

NRMSET =

√√√
1
|Dval|

∑
st∈Dval

1
T

T∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥ st+i − ŝt+i

max(st) −min(st)

∥∥∥∥2.
(7)

Similarly, the R in T -step validation can be updated with

RT =
1
T

T∑
i=1

ρval,i. (8)

The accuracy of the surrogate model relies heavily
on the dataset size [27]. In this study, the dataset size is
quantified by the number of trajectory sequences, rather
than individual samples, aiming to capture the holis-
tic nature of continuous walking. It also ensures that
the surrogate model generalizes effectively across vari-
ous phases and intricacies inherent in consecutive steps.
This approach contributes to a more robust and applica-
ble model for gait training in MBRL. The relationship
between the data size and the accuracy of the surrogate
model is analyzed in Figure 4. When the data size is
less than 200 sequences, the short horizon prediction ac-
curacy improves when the step size increases, because
the corresponding R value increases and NRMSE de-
creases. The prediction accuracy for multiple-step pre-
diction, however, drops when the data size increases, as
R value decreases and NRMSE reaches saturation, sug-
gesting a limit to prediction accuracy within the normal-
ized value range.
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We studied both Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM)
and DNN for representing the surrogate model. As
an evolution of RNNs, LSTM layers use specialized
memory cells and gating mechanisms to selectively re-
tain or forget information over extended sequences. In
the SoftQ surrogate model, a bidirectional LSTM layer
is adopted, involving two distinct LSTM layers. The
LSTM architecture includes a fully connected layer, a
bidirectional LSTM layer, and a random dropout layer
of 50%, as shown in TABLE 1. The DNN architec-
ture comprises three hidden layers, also as shown in TA-
BLE 1.

As illustrated in Figure 4(a)-(b), when the data size is
larger than 200 but less than 2000, the R and NRMSE
values for one-step and multiple-step predictions are
stable. The prediction accuracy becomes worse when
the data size is larger than 2000. The reason can be
attributed to factors such as an imbalanced data distri-
bution and limited representation of critical information
regarding the robot’s dynamics, particularly in scenarios
with high walking velocities.
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Figure 4: Evaluation of the surrogate model accuracy with varying
training data sizes of DNN: (a) R and (b) NRMSE as a function of
dataset size. Prediction performance of two architectures at the se-
lected dataset size (250) in terms of (c) RT and (d) NRMSET .

Based on the above analysis, we choose the data size
of 250 sequences for learning the DNN and LSTM sur-
rogate models. The prediction accuracy of the learned
model is illustrated in Figure 4(c)-(d). Evidently, the
prediction accuracy decreases with a higher prediction
length. However, NRMSE does not exhibit oscillations
but instead begins to increase for the first few time hori-

zons (T≤16Ts), ultimately reaching a saturation point
at around a 20-step horizon prediction (T=1 s). This
behavior aligns with the gait period of the validation
gait (i.e., 0.8 s). In addition, the DNN surrogate model
has higher one-step prediction accuracy than the LSTM
surrogate model, because it has higher R and smaller
NRMSE when the prediction period is 1 s. When the
prediction period increases, the accuracy of both sur-
rogate models decreases. When the prediction period
reaches 10 s, the R values of the two models are very
close and the NRMSE value of the DNN model is much
less than that of the LSTM model. The quantitative
comparison shows that the DNN model is more accurate
than the LSTM model. Therefore, the DNN network is
selected for the surrogate model.

Table 1: Structures of Neural Networks
Network In & Out Hidden Layers Activation
Surrogate Feature(14)→ Fully Connected ReLU

(DNN) Regression (64, 128, 64)
Surrogate Feature(14)→ Fully Connected(64)→ ReLU
(LSTM) Fully Connected LSTM(100)→ Dropout(0.5)

Feature(14)→ Fully Connected ReLU(32)
Critic Fully Connected (128, 128, 128)

Feature(14)→ Fully Connected ReLU(4) +
Actor Concatenation (256, 128, 128) Softplus(4)

Table 2: Hyper-parameters for RL training
Parameters MBRL MFRL Post training Ji et al. [18]

MaxEpi 400 600 400 1500
MaxStep 100 100 100 100

H′ -4 -4 -4 -12
αc 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.002
αa 0.001 0.001 0.0005 0.001
α 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

batch size 4096 (212) 4096 4096 512
replay buffer 16384 (214) 16384 16384 4096

4. Model Based Reinforcement Learning

In this study, SAC utilizes two Q-value critic net-
works alongside their respective target critic networks to
estimate the Q function. The structures of both networks
are summarized in TABLE 1. Both critics have an iden-
tical network structure comprising two input sections
for observations and actions. The observation compo-
nent consists of two fully-connected layers, each con-
taining 128 units, while the action component is pro-
cessed through a single fully-connected layer with 128
units. The outputs from these components are concate-
nated and further processed by a ReLU-activated fully-
connected layer with 32 units, yielding the Q network’s

6



output. On the other hand, the actor network takes en-
vironmental observations, subjects them to two ReLU-
activated fully-connected layers, each with 256 units,
and predicts action means and variances utilizing Gaus-
sian distributions. The resulting actions are constrained
within the range [0, 1] using the hyperbolic tangent
function (tanh).

The hyper-parameters for the RL algorithms are sum-
marized in TABLE 2, following the configuration out-
lined in the prior work [18]. To mitigate overfitting, we
set the learning rates for the critic αc and actor αa net-
works to 0.002 and 0.001 both in MBRL and MFRL,
respectively. Additionally, all the temperature param-
eter α shares a learning rate of 0.001. Policy network
updates occur every 3 simulation steps for stability. The
target entropy is derived from the number of actions,
with H′ = −4. Episodes begin from the same initial
state s0 to ensure consistency in environment initializa-
tion. To enhance the robustness of the trained policy,
artificial noise is introduced to both the SimScape and
the surrogate models during the training process. This
noise, based on sensor calibration results, is applied to
velocity, angular, and force signal data with variances
set to σ2

v = 0.002, σ2
θθθ = 0.002, and σ2

fn
= 0.005, respec-

tively.

4.1. Agent Specifications and Reward

To account for the slow dynamics of the soft legs and
potential non-Markovian property in the physical de-
ployment [27], the previous action at−1 ∈ R

4 is added
to the robot’s state vector, and the full state vector in
the RL training is appended to st ← [st, at−1] ∈ R14.
Thus, the refined input state representation encompasses
14 key variables st = [θθθ(t), v(t), fn(t), at−1] ∈ R14, which
include the robot’s orientation, velocities, normalized
contact forces, and the action executed at the previous
time step. Note that this refinement is exclusively in-
tended for RL training purposes and does not impact
the definition of the surrogate model’s state space in
Sec. 3.3. Actions are defined in terms of desired bend-
ing angles (αb1 , αb2 ) and compressed lengths (zl1 , zl2 )
for the two pairs of legs, where subscript 1 represents
the pair of front left and rear right legs, and subscript 2
represents the other pair. Actions are also normalized
to [0, 1] to confine the policy network output, ensuring
stability and convergence during training.

The reward function r(st, at) is formulated to promote

a linear and stable gait over time, where

r(st, at) = ϵ1
Ts

T f
+ (1 − ϵ2|vx(t) − vref|)

− ϵ3∥ät∥ − ϵ4∥at − σthreshold∥ − ϵ5
(
at −

∑T
i=1 ai

T

)2
.

(9)

In (9), the robot receives a constant reward ϵ1
Ts
T f

if
it maintains balance for each training step. Ts repre-
sents the sampling time and T f is the training time of
one episode. The second term encourages the robot to
follow a reference speed at vref. We set ϵ2 = 1/vref for
simplicity, ensuring a maximum reward of one.

To avoid jerky action, a penalty on large action ac-
celeration (ät) is introduced with ϵ3. This penalty dis-
courages abrupt action changes using finite differences
of actions from the last three time steps.

To ensure stable walking, excessive leg bending
angles αb are penalized. Negative rewards, i.e.,
−ϵ4∥at − σthreshold∥, discourage excessive leg bending.
An additional penalty term of −ϵ5(at −

∑T
i=1 ai

T )2 dis-
courages consistent leg bending in the same direction
over a horizon T . The weighting factors (i.e., ϵϵϵ =
[ϵ1, ϵ2, ϵ3, ϵ4, ϵ5]) define the reward function’s emphasis,
set as [5, 1/vref, 0.25, 10, 3] to align with effective robot
training.

4.2. Post-training
To compensate for the error of the surrogate model,

we employ PT to refine the control policy. Note that
model-reliant controllers, e.g., MPC or Monte Carlo
Tree Search (MCTS), are not readily employed for the
robot control, mainly due to potential sub-optimal so-
lutions resulting from the inaccuracies in the surrogate
model.

In the PT phase, the learning rates are adjusted to
0.001 for the critic networks and 0.0005 for the actor
network, which are half of the values used in MBRL.
This reduction is implemented to moderate the learn-
ing process during PT, preventing rapid adjustments
that may destabilize the already well-established con-
trol policy developed in the earlier MBRL training.

To accelerate the training process with the SimScape
model, a predefined expert control policy with 1.6 s is
introduced at the beginning of each training episode.
This approach is similar to imitation learning [42], al-
though this expert gait does not ensure optimal perfor-
mance. Instead, the defined expert policy allows the RL
agent to quickly adjust its behavior for efficient real-
time implementation.

We maintain the same RL hyper-parameters with ad-
justments for optimizing gait speed in PT, setting vref
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at 0.3 m/s. Reward function coefficients are adapted
to [ϵ1, ϵ2, ϵ3, ϵ4, ϵ5] = [5, 1/vref, 0.25, 100, 3] to avoid ex-
cessive bending and compression of the legs.

5. Results and Validation

5.1. Training Performance
The training curves of MBRL using the DNN surro-

gate model is visualized in Figure 5, and the cumulative
reward converges to a high value at around 180 within
200 episodes of 3.5 hours. However, when the learned
control policy is applied to the SimScape environment
model of the robot, the resulting walking speed is much
less than the result with the surrogate model, as indi-
cated in Figure 6.

In Figure 5, we also present the training outcomes
for both MBRL with post-training (MBRL+PT) and
MFRL using the same SimScape model. MBRL+PT
exhibits rapid enhancement, achieving convergence in
cumulative reward within approximately 60 episodes.
Conversely, MFRL reaches convergence after approx-
imately 450 episodes. These findings suggest that
MBRL+PT outperforms MFRL, as MFRL can only
learn a walking gait with the extended training effort
after around 600 episodes, as reported in the prior
work [18]. In simulations, the robot efficiently exceeds
the reference speed, covering a distance of 1.8 m in 5 s
at an average speed of 0.36 m/s, further confirming the
effectiveness of MBRL+PT. Compared with the expert
gait (v̄x = 0.09 m/s) as shown in Figure 6, MBRL+PT
achieves even higher velocities.

Figure 5: The training results in 0.2 m/s reference speed. (a) Cumu-
lative reward with training episodes. Variations in (b) entropy and (c)
temperature during the training process.

5.2. Benchmark Comparison
Multiple metrics are defined to verify the perfor-

mance of the learned control policy. A stability metric
is a weighted combination of gait duration, angular ve-
locity on the z axis (θ̇z), and velocity on the y axis, given
as

stability = wtimet − wθ̇max(|θ̇z|) − wvmax(|vy|), (10)

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0
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Figure 6: Resultant forward walking speed in simulation for expert
gait, MBRL, MBRL+PT (fastest), and MFRL (fastest).

where [wtime,wθ̇,wv] = [0.2, 1, 1] are chosen to empha-
size the significance of angular velocity (θ̇z) and velocity
in the y axis (vy) in assessing the stability of the robot.
t is the time that the robot walks before failure and this
stability is evaluated for the full episode. The stability
metric is chosen and assessed according to the reward
definition in (9), aiming to punish early fall downs and
jerky motions.

Additionally, the average speed and the Cost of
Transport (COT) are used for performance metrics.
COT measures the robot’s energy efficiency and is de-
fined by COT = E

md , where E represents the energy
consumed, m the mass of the robot, and d the distance
traveled. Furthermore, learning efficiency is evaluated
based on the time taken by the algorithm to converge
to a satisfactory policy and the cumulative reward ob-
tained.

A series of training sessions are conducted across var-
ied reference velocities (vref) of 0.2 m/s, 0.3 m/s, and
0.5 m/s. Each velocity condition was independently
trained three times. Subsequent evaluations involved a
5-second simulation for each trained agent, and the per-
formance outcomes are summarized in TABLE 3.

Table 3: Comparison of the performance
MBRL+PT MFRL Expert

stability [min,max] [-0.04, 0.8] [0.02, 0.745] -
avg 0.65 0.03 0.73

COT [min,max] [41, 146] [40, 1375] -
(J/kg/m) avg 68 501 81

training time [min,max] [7.9, 19.8] [19.7, 61.8] -
(h) avg 10.8 22.6 -

speed [min,max] [0.04, 0.47] [0.002, 0.22] -
(m/s) avg 0.26 0.003 0.09

As shown in TABLE 3, MBRL+PT exhibits a sig-
nificantly higher average stability score, approximately
0.65, compared to MFRL’s score of 0.03. In terms
of COT, MBRL+PT approaches the energy efficiency
of the expert gait, while MFRL has a much lower ef-
ficiency. Additionally, MBRL+PT also enjoys higher
training efficiency, achieving effective locomotion in
less time (10.8 hours on average excluding data collec-
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tion) compared to MFRL, which required more than 600
episodes or 24 hours of training. MBRL+PT outper-
formed MFRL in terms of walking speed, with only one
MFRL agent achieving walking after 400 episodes but
requiring 61.8 hours of training. These results empha-
size the effectiveness of MBRL+PT in achieving stable,
efficient, and adaptive gait control, surpassing MFRL in
multiple performance metrics.
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Figure 7: Foot trajectories for SoftQ by using (a) expert gait and (b)
MBRL+PT.

The trajectories of four feet achieved by the
MBRL+PT controller and the expert gait are compared
in Figure 7. The MBRL+PT controller achieves smaller
swing distances in the moving direction and in the z
axis compared to the expert gait. Thus, the MBRL+PT
method achieves reduced swing area and a higher swing
frequency (TMB = 0.3 s vs. Texp = 0.8 s) for faster
walking speeds. Additionally, synchronized motions
are observed between the FR and RL leg pairs, as well
as between the FL and RR leg pairs, reflecting paired
movements. Notably, the FL and RR leg pairs exhibit
a smaller swing area than the FR and RL pairs, pos-
sibly due to corrective actions addressing yaw rotation
errors arising from a slightly larger mass distribution at
the right side.

5.3. Real Implementation: Control Architecture Design

The learning and control system architecture for
SoftQ is illustrated in Figure 8. The PC in Fig-
ure 8, equipped with an Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-4770
CPU @3.40 GHz, 16 GB of memory, serves as both a
MATLAB Simulink program transmitter and GUI for
the robot operator. The Simulink program runs on a
Raspberry Pi via external mode, gathering real-time
data from ToF sensors and a lower-level controller.

Additionally, a NUCLEO-G431KB micro-controller
board manages motors and reads analog data from force
sensors. All controllers operate with a sampling time
of Ts = 0.05 s and further details of the experimental
setup can be found in [18, 37]. Each leg is controlled

Actuator Firmware
IMU

ToFs

GPIO

Kinematics
convertion

Electrical
Firmware

Force
sensors

I2C

I2C
UART

External mode

Distances to surroundings
Contact forces

Quaternions and linear accelerations
State

estimate

Obs Acts

Control Policy

Controller

FL Leg actuation
Servo motors x3

Actuation

GPIO FR Leg actuation
Servo motors x3

RR Leg actuation
Servo motors x3

RL Leg actuation
Servo motors x3

PD
controllers

Status 
monitor 
Task 
scheduler

Figure 8: Control architecture.

by three servo motors and connected tendons, regulated
by a PD controller to reach target positions assigned by
the RL controller. Displacement speed components in
the x, y, and z axes are estimated via the integration of
accelerations from IMU signals and ToF distance. Con-
tact forces at leg ends are measured by force sensors.
Reference signals are transmitted to servo motors from
the PC via TCP communication over Wi-Fi. Sensor data
from the robot is transmitted back to the PC via the same
network used for reference signals reception.

5.4. Physical Deployment Results
Furthermore, we deploy the obtained controller to as-

sess its application in real-world scenarios. Two room
dividers and walls serve both as navigational guides and
as reference points for the robot’s sensor array. The task
is to let the robot traverse a distance of 1.5 m (5 times
of body length) and stop precisely 0.1 m from the wall.
The records in Figure 9 show the robot’s ability to ef-
fectively replicate the trained controller. The reference
speed for the MBRL controller is 0.3 m/s, but the actual
robot reaches an average speed of 0.15 m/s.

t = 0 s

t = 5 s t = 8 s t = 10 s

t = 1 s t = 3 s

Figure 9: Field test results captured in video frames.

To address the sensor noise and the sim-to-real gap,
we adjust sensor inputs by representing contact force as
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Figure 10: Comparison of speeds in real test and simulation.

binary (1 when the foot touches the ground, 0 otherwise)
during the PT phase and implement a Kalman filter for
velocity estimation in physical tests using ToF distance
and IMU acceleration data. We set process noise co-
variance matrix Q = [ 0.01 0

0 1 ] and observation noise co-
variance matrix R = 0.1. Initial state estimates (x0) and
initial error covariance estimates (P0) are x0 = [ 0

0 ] and
P0 = [ 1 0

0 1 ], respectively, to improve accuracy in real-
world scenarios.

Figure 10 compares the robot’s walking speed in sim-
ulation and physical experiments. The result exhibits
the ideal performance with a forward speed of 0.36 m/s
and the robot walks at an average of 0.13 m/s in real-
ity. Notably, our approach outperformed the previous
MFRL benchmark [18], which achieved a speed of 0.05
m/s in physical tests. However, there is a reduction in
performance when transitioning from simulation to real-
world experimentation. This discrepancy underscores
the challenges inherent in transferring capabilities from
simulated models to physical hardware, encompassing
variations in actuator performance and the intricacies of
foot-ground interaction. Addressing this reality gap by
implementing our learning process in real-time could be
an improvement for future development.

6. Conclusion and Future Work

This study presents significant advancements in soft
quadruped robot control using MBRL with PT. The
focus is on enhancing real-time control strategies, ro-
bust training methodologies, and training efficiency.
Key contributions include demonstrating the efficiency
of using a surrogate DNN model to replace the time-
consuming environment model for gait controller train-
ing in soft quadruped robots, implementing a paramet-
ric inverse kinematics model to reduce state and action
spaces, and empirically validating the real-world effec-
tiveness and adaptability of their gait control method-
ology. Future work may explore MBRL algorithms
to adapt soft quadruped robots to diverse terrains, em-
ploy real-time learning mechanisms in dynamic envi-
ronments, further reduce the simulation-reality gap, en-

hance real-world walking speed, and extend RL control
strategies to broader robotic applications.
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