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Abstract— Model–based feedforward control improves track-
ing performance of motion systems, provided that the model
describing the inverse dynamics is of sufficient accuracy. Model
sets, such as neural networks (NNs) and physics–guided neural
networks (PGNNs) are typically used as flexible parametriza-
tions that enable accurate identification of the inverse system
dynamics. Currently, these (PG)NNs are used to identify the
inverse dynamics directly. However, direct identification of the
inverse dynamics is sensitive to noise that is present in the
training data, and thereby results in biased parameter estimates
which limit the achievable tracking performance. In order to
push performance further, it is therefore crucial to account
for noise when performing the identification. To address this
problem, this paper proposes the use of a forward system
identification using (PG)NNs from noisy data. Afterwards,
two methods are proposed for inverting PGNNs to design a
feedforward controller for high–precision motion control. The
developed methodology is validated on a real–life industrial lin-
ear motor, where it showed significant improvements in tracking
performance with respect to the direct inverse identification.

I. INTRODUCTION

Model–based feedforward control strategies significantly
improve tracking performance of motion systems, provided
that the available model describing the inverse system dy-
namics is of sufficient accuracy [1]. Typically, physics–
based models, i.e., model sets that are obtained based on
physical knowledge of the considered system, are used for
feedforward control, see, e.g., [2]–[4]. However, the limited
approximation capabilities of physics–based models result
in structural model errors when such models are used to
describe the complete dynamical behaviour [5], [6]. Cer-
tainly, this becomes apparent when considering manufactur-
ing tolerances, parasitic friction forces, or electromagnetic
disturbances that are omnipresent in motion systems [6], [7].

To deal with parasitic forces or other nonlinear phenomena
that are hard to model, neural networks (NNs) are proposed
as parametrizations for identification of the inverse system
dynamics in [8], see also [9], [10]. The universal approx-
imation capabilities of NNs theoretically enables a perfect
description of the system dynamics if the NN dimensions are
chosen sufficiently large, and sufficiently exciting data can
be obtained [11]. Additionally, it was shown in [12], [13] that
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augmenting a physics–based feedforward with NNs improves
tracking performances and robustness to non–training data.

However, inverse model–based feedforward control de-
sign, including NN or PGNN model parametrizations, hinges
on correctly identifying the inverse dynamics, which requires
noiseless data. Indeed, if noise is present in the training data,
inverse identifications are prone to result in biased parameter
estimates [14]. These biases decrease the model accuracy,
and thereby introduce limitations on the achievable tracking
performance resulting from the feedforward [1]. On the other
hand, methods for identification in the presence of noise are
mostly designed for identification of the original, forward
system dynamics [15], [16].

Therefore, in this paper we address the problem of nonlin-
ear model–based feedforward design from noisy data using a
forward dynamics identification approach. First, we discuss
the required assumptions to obtain a consistent estimate of
the forward dynamics using PGNN model parametrizations
for relevant noise structures. Then, we propose two methods
for inverting the identified forward dynamics parametrized
using (PG)NNs: a gradient–based numerical method that is
inspired by techniques that are discussed in [17], and an ana-
lytic method suitable for a class of electromagnetic actuators
common in high–precision motion control. Note that it is
also possible to obtain a model of the inverse by performing
a second identification based on noise–free data that is
generated from the identified forward model [18]. However,
this requires two separate identifications, where each iden-
tification involves an experiment design, a parametrization,
and a non–convex optimization problem.

An extra benefit is that identification of the forward
dynamics, i.e., minimization of the difference between the
measured output and the predicted output, is in line with
the evaluation of the tracking performance achieved by the
feedforward controller. See also [19] which achieves this by
filtering the cost function with the process sensitivity in a
direct inverse identification setting, i.e., minimization of the
difference between the input and the predicted input.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows. First,
based on fundamental approaches discussed in [16] for
general nonlinear system identification, we show that forward
system identification using a PGNN model class results in
parameter estimates that are consistent, i.e., unbiased with
probability 1 when the data length goes to infinity. It is
shown that the estimates remain consistent when the data is
generated from a closed–loop experiment. Secondly, we de-
rive methods for inversion of the identified PGNN describing
the forward dynamics. Initially, a gradient–based technique
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is suggested to find the feedforward input. Afterwards, an
analytically invertible PGNN model is proposed for the case
when the gradient–based technique is not implementable in
real–time.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows:
Section II introduces the preliminaries, followed by the
problem statement in Section III. Section IV discusses the
forward system identification using PGNNs. Section V de-
rives the PGNN feedforward controller starting from the
identified forward PGNN model. An experimental validation
is performed in Section VI, followed by the main conclusions
in Section VII.

II. PRELIMINARIES
A. System dynamics and feedforward control

Consider the discrete–time, single–input single–output
(SISO), nonlinear time–invariant system with autoregressive
exogeneous (ARX) noise structure, such that

y(t) = h
(
φ(t)

)
+ v(t),

φ(t) = [y(t− 1), . . . , y(t− na),

u(t− nk − 1), . . . , u(t− nk − nb)]T .
(1)

In (1), y(t) is the system output at time index t, φ(t) the
regressor, u(t) the input, na and nb describe the order of the
dynamics, and nk is the number of pure input delays. The
function h : Rna+nb → R describes the system dynamics,
and v(t) is assumed to be a zero mean white noise with
variance σ2

v := limN→∞
1
N

∑N−1
t=0 v(t)2.

Remark 2.1: The nonlinear ARX (NARX) structure as
in (1) is mostly popular for its simplicity, and does not gener-
ally describe the noise experienced on practical applications,
see Fig. 1. Although the main derivations in this paper focus
on the NARX setting, we also highlight the output–error
(NOE) and input–error (NIE) due to their direct relation with
sensor and actuator noise, respectively. Other noise structures
can also be considered in a similar way.

From Fig. 1, we observe that the NOE dynamics gives

y(t) = h
(
φNOE(t)

)
+ v(t),

φNOE(t) = [y(t− 1)− v(t− 1), . . . , y(t− na)− v(t− na),

u(t− nk − 1), . . . , u(t− nk − nb)]T .
(2)

Similarly, the NIE dynamics is given as

y(t) = h
(
φNIE(t)

)
,

φNIE(t) = [y(t− 1), . . . , y(t− na), u(t− nk − 1)+

v(t−nk − 1), . . . , u(t− nk − nb) + v(t− nk − nb)]T .
(3)

The feedforward input uff(t) is the input u(t) that yields
y(t) = r(t) for system (1) and some desired reference signal
r(t), when v(t) = 0. Substitution of y(t) = r(t) and u(t) =
uff(t) in (1) and shifting both sides nk + 1 samples forward
in time, gives

r(t+ nk + 1) = h
(
[r(t+ nk), . . . , r(t+ nk − nb + 1),

uff(t), . . . , uff(t− nb + 1)]T
)
.

(4)

Fig. 1: Schematic illustration of the different noise structures
typically encountered for high–precision mechatronics.

Then, with a slight abuse of notation, let h−1 be the map-
ping describing the inverse dynamics such that the optimal
feedforward is

uff(t) =h−1
(
[r(t+ nk + 1), . . . , r(t+ nk − nb + 1),

uff(t− 1), . . . , uff(t− nb + 1)]T
)
.

(5)

However, the actual function h is unknown and, therefore, it
cannot be used to design the feedforward controller.

In the remainder of this paper, we use φ(t) as the regressor
for the forward dynamics, and φ′(t) as the regressor for the
inverse dynamics, e.g., φ′(t) = [y(t+nk+1), . . . , y(t+nk−
nb + 1), u(t − 1), . . . , u(t − nb + 1)]T for the NARX case.
Similarly, φff(t) and φ′ff(t) are obtained by subsitution of
y(t) = r(t) and u(t) = uff(t) in φ(t) and φ′(t), respectively.

B. System identification procedure

Typically, a physics–based model parametrization is de-
rived from first principle modelling.

Definition 1: A physics–based model is defined as

ŷ
(
θphy, φ(t)

)
= fphy

(
θphy, φ(t)

)
, (6)

where ŷ
(
θphy, φ(t)

)
indicates the prediction of the output

y(t), and θphy are the parameters of the physical model.
The parameters θphy are chosen according to an identifi-

cation criterion, such as the mean–squared error (MSE).
Definition 2: The MSE identification criterion is given as

θ∗phy = arg min
θphy

1

N

N−1∑
t=0

(
y(t)− ŷ

(
θphy, φ(t)

))2
, (7)

where the summation is taken over a data set ZN =
{φ(0), y(0), . . . , φ(N − 1), y(N − 1)}.

Following the same reasoning as for (5), after identifica-
tion of the parameters θ∗phy, the physics–based feedforward
controller is given as

uff(t) = f−1phy

(
φ′ff(t)

)
, (8)



where f−1phy indicates the inverse of fphy, which is assumed
known (typically a physics–based analytic formula is used,
e.g., inverse linear motion dynamics). In order to obtain
an implementable physics–based feedforward as in (8), we
assume knowledge of the reference up until time t+ nk + 1
at time t, and assume that f−1phy is bounded–input bounded–
output (BIBO) stable. Relevant methods for obtaining a
stable inverse of linear systems that have unstable inverses
are listed in [20].

In general, the physics–based model (6) does not capture
the actual dynamics h in (1), due to the presence of parasitic
friction, electromagnetic distortions, and other effects present
in the system [6].

Definition 3: The unmodelled dynamics are defined as
g
(
φ(t)

)
:= h

(
φ(t)

)
− fphy

(
θ∗phy, φ(t)

)
, such that the sys-

tem (1) is rewritten into

y(t) = fphy
(
θ∗phy, φ(t)

)
+ g
(
φ(t)

)
+ v(t). (9)

As suggested in [12], in order to identify also the unmod-
elled dynamics, we augment the physics–based model with
a NN to obtain the PGNN.

Definition 4: A PGNN is defined as

ŷ
(
θ, φ(t)

)
= fphy

(
θphy, φ(t)

)
+ fNN

(
θNN, φ(t)

)
, (10)

with θ := {θphy, θNN} the PGNN parameters, and θNN :=
{W1, B1, . . . ,Wl+1, Bl+1} the NN weights and biases with
l the number of hidden layers. The NN output is

fNN
(
θNN, φ(t)

)
= Wl+1αl

(
. . . α1

(
W1φ(t) +B1

))
+Bl+1,

(11)
where αi denotes the aggregation of activation functions of
layer i = 1, . . . , l.

Remark 2.2: The PGNN becomes a standard, black–box
NN when no physical knowledge of the system is present,
i.e., for fphy = 0 in (10). Therefore, the methodology
developed in this paper applies also to black–box NNs, with
the exception of the analytic inverse in Section V-B.

The flexible nature of the NN can create an overpa-
rameterization in the PGNN (10) when training according
to the MSE identification criterion (7), which results in a
parameter drift during training. Therefore, a regularized MSE
identification criterion was introduced in [13].

Definition 5: The regularized MSE identification criterion
is given as

θ̂ = arg min
θ

1

N

N−1∑
t=0

(
y(t)− ŷ

(
θ, φ(t)

))2
+
(
θ∗phy − θphy

)T
Λ
(
θ∗phy − θphy

)
,

(12)

with Λ a positive definite matrix, and θ∗phy the solution of (7)
for the physical model contained within the PGNN (10).

The majority of literature on (PG)NN–based feedforward
control performs a direct inverse identification, see, e.g., [9],
[12]. Basically, the inverse dynamics is parametrized

û
(
θ, φ′(t)

)
= f−1phy

(
θphy, φ

′(t)
)

+ fNN
(
θNN, φ

′(t)
)
, (13)

where û
(
θ, φ(t)

)
is the predicted input. Then, the parameters

θ are trained according to identification criterion

θ̂ = arg min
θ

1

N

N−1∑
t=0

(
u(t)− û

(
θ, φ′(t)

))2
+
(
θ∗phy − θphy

)T
Λ
(
θ∗phy − θphy

)
.

(14)

In general, if the data is noise free, this approach is more
attractive for feedforward control design, as we directly ob-
tain the inverse dynamics. However, when the data contains
noise, it is observed that parameter estimates are biased, as
illustrated in the next section.

C. Inverse identification and induced parameter bias

For simplicity of exposition, consider a linear ARX sys-
tem, i.e., h

(
φ(t)

)
= θT0 φ(t) in (1). Then, the inverse system

dynamics is given as

u(t) = θ′0
T
φ′(t)− 1

ψ0
v(t+ nk + 1), (15)

with ψ0 the parameter that multiplies u(t − nk − 1) in
the forward dynamics, and θ′0 the parameters obtained after
inversion. We parametrize (15) as

û
(
θ′, φ′(t)

)
= θ′

T
φ′(t), (16)

and identify the parameters according to MSE criterion (14)
with Λ = 0. We define M := 1

N

∑N−1
t=0 φ′(t)φ′(t)T , such

that the least–squares solution is given as

θ̂′ = M−1
1

N

N−1∑
t=0

φ′(t)u(t), (17)

where M must be non–singular to return a unique estimate,
i.e., the data set ZN must be persistently exciting. Substi-
tution of (15) in (17) and computing the bias for N → ∞
gives

lim
N→∞

θ̂′ − θ′0 = lim
N→∞

M−1
1

N

N−1∑
t=0

φ′(t)
1

ψ0
v(t+ nk + 1).

(18)

The bias is nonzero, since M , and therefore also M−1, is
non–singular and the second term is nonzero due to the
correlation between y(t+nk+1) in φ′(t) and v(t+nk+1).

III. PROBLEM STATEMENT
Since direct inverse system identification results in a

biased estimate in the presence of noisy data, even when the
system follows a basic linear ARX structure, model–based
feedforward controller design from noisy data remains an
open problem.

Our aim is to develop a systematic PGNN feedforward
controller design procedure based on the following two steps:

1) Consistent parameter estimation: the PGNN consis-
tently identifies the forward dynamics, including the
unmodelled dynamics g

(
φ(t)

)
in the presence of noise;

2) System inversion: in order to derive the PGNN feedfor-
ward, the identified forward dynamics must be either
analytically or numerically invertible.



IV. CONSISTENT PGNN IDENTIFICATION

Since the universal approximation theorem for NNs holds
only within a compact domain [11], we define the operating
conditions of the feedforward controller.

Definition 6: The operating conditions R are defined as
all possible regressors provided to the PGNN, such that

φff(t), φ(t) ∈ R, (19)

for all t, all references supplied to the PGNN feedforward,
and all regressors in the data set ZN .

Then, following the fundamental framework in [16], it is
possible to obtain consistent estimates of the system (1).

Definition 7: A parameter estimate θ̂ of θ∗ is consistent
if θ̂ → θ∗ for N →∞ with probability 1.

We adopt the following common assumptions on the
model, data, and training to prove consistency for the PGNN
identification.

Assumption 4.1: There exists a θ∗NN such that
fNN
(
θNN, φ(t)

)
= g
(
φ(t)

)
for all φ(t) ∈ R.

Assumption 4.2: For θANN 6= θBNN with fNN
(
θANN, φ(t)

)
6=

fNN
(
θBNN, φ(t)

)
for some φ(t) ∈ R, we have

1

N

N−1∑
t=0

(
fNN
(
θANN, φ(t)

)
− fNN

(
θBNN, φ(t)

))2
> 0. (20)

Assumption 4.3: The optimization over θ of the identifi-
cation criterion (12) yields a global optimum.

Proposition 4.1: Consider the PGNN (10) that is used to
identify the NARX system (1) according to identification
criterion (12). Suppose that Assumptions 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3
hold. Then, for N → ∞, the identified PGNN parameters
satisfy θ̂ = {θ̂phy, θ̂NN} → {θ∗phy, θ

∗
NN}.

Proof: The proof follows the approach in [21], by
showing that the globally minimizing argument of the cost
function corresponds to a consistent estimate. Substitution
of the system dynamics (9) and the PGNN (10) into the
identification criterion (12) for N → ∞ gives the cost
function

lim
N→∞

1

N

N−1∑
t=0

(
fphy

(
θ∗phy, φ(t)

)
− fphy

(
θphy, φ(t)

)
+ g
(
φ(t)

)
− fNN

(
θNN, φ(t)

))2

+ σ2
v

+ (θ∗phy − θphy)Λ(θ∗phy − θphy) ≥ σ2
v ,

(21)

where σ2
v occurs from v(t) which is taken outside of the MSE

term, since it is zero mean white noise and uncorrelated with
the regressor φ(t). Since the MSE and regularization terms
are non–negative, the inequality in (21) holds with equality
only if θphy = θ∗phy (regularization term), and θNN = θ∗NN
(MSE term after substitution of θphy = θ∗phy).

Remark 4.1: It follows from Proposition 4.1 that
fphy

(
θ̂phy, φ(t)

)
+ fNN

(
θ̂NN, φ(t)

)
= h

(
φ(t)

)
for all

φ(t) ∈ R. Therefore, the identified PGNN perfectly
replicates the system under the listed assumptions.

Note that, even though Assumptions 4.1, 4.2, 4.3 may
not hold in general, the result of Proposition 4.1 offers an

additional reliability for the forward identification approach
compared to the inverse identification. Indeed, in the latter
approach a bias is present, due to the correlation between
φ′(t) and v(t), and the fact that the noise v(t) therefore
cannot be taken out of the MSE term.

Remark 4.2: Consider the system with NOE noise (2),
see also Fig. 1. Then, consistency is obtained by using the
PGNN (10) with φ(t) = [ŷ

(
θ, φ(t − 1)

)
, . . . , ŷ

(
θ, φ(t −

na)
)
, u(t − nk − 1), . . . , u(t − nk − nb)]

T , provided that
the initial conditions, i.e., y(t) − v(t) and u(t) for t < 0,
are known and h is stable. The proof follows similar to the
proof of Proposition 4.1.

Remark 4.3: Consider the system with NIE noise (3),
see also Fig. 1. Then, the responses caused by the input
u(t) and the noise v(t) cannot be distinguised. In this
situation, a direct inverse identification is beneficial, due to
its equivalence to forward identification with output noise.
Under the assumption that the inverse dynamics h−1 in (5)
exists and is stable, identification according to criterion (14)
with inverse PGNN (13) and φ′(t) = [y(t+nk+1), . . . , y(t+
nk−na+1), û

(
θ, φ′(t−1)

)
, . . . , û

(
θ, φ′(t−nb+1)

)
]T yields

consistent estimates.
Remark 4.4: Assume that the data ZN is generated under

closed–loop operation, e.g., using a linear feedback

u(t) = C
(
q−1
)(
r(t)− y(t)

)
+ ∆u(t), (22)

where C(q−1) is the transfer function of the feedback
controller, q−1 the backwards shift operator, and ∆u(t) the
excitation signal on the input used during data generation.
The feedback controller introduces a correlation between the
input and output and therefore, the noise as well. However,
the proof of Proposition 4.1 remains valid, since φ(t) and
v(t) are uncorrelated due to the fact that u(t − nk − 1) is
the most recent input in φ(t).

From Remarks 4.2, 4.3, 4.4 it becomes apparent that,
in order to obtain consistent estimates, the regressor φ(t)
must be chosen to appropriately account for where the noise
enters the system. There are several approaches that can
be used to remove the closed–loop induced bias when the
regressor is not, or cannot be chosen appropriately. One
example is the instrumental variable (IV) approach, which is
for example used in [22]. Therein, it was shown that a bias–
correction factor was required to obtain consistent estimates,
which required specific knowledge of the noise distribution,
variance, and structure. Recently, the IV approach was also
applied to NN–based identification in [23].

V. FEEDFORWARD CONTROLLER DESIGN
A. Gradient–based inversion

Since the PGNN (10) is not analytically invertible in
general, we employ a gradient–based inversion method to
obtain the feedforward control signal. First, we shift (10)
nk + 1 steps forward in time and substitute θ = θ̂. Let us
define VR

(
uff(t)

)
as the difference between the reference

r(t+ nk + 1) and the predicted output ŷ
(
θ̂, φff(t+ nk + 1)

)
for feedforward uff(t). Then, uff(t) must satisfy

VR
(
uff(t)

)
:= r(t+nk+1)−ŷ

(
θ̂, φff(t+nk+1)

)
= 0. (23)



The gradient of VR
(
uff(t)

)
is given as

∂VR
(
uff(t)

)
∂uff(t)

=−
∂fphy

(
θ̂phy, φff(t+ nk + 1)

)
∂uff(t)

−
∂fNN

(
θ̂NN, φff(t+ nk + 1)

∂uff(t)
,

(24)

where the first term is derived from the known physics–based
model, and backpropagation gives

∂fNN
(
θ̂NN, φff(t+ nk + 1)

)
∂uff(t)

= Ŵl+1βl
(
xl−1(t)

)
. . . Ŵ1

∂φff(t+ nk + 1)

∂uff(t)
,

(25)

with βi
(
xi−1(t)

)
:= ∂αi(x)

∂x

∣∣
x=xi−1(t)

with xi−1 the output
of layer i − 1 in the NN. Then, a gradient–based iterative
search is performed to find the feedforward input uff(t) based
on Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Search algorithm for feedforward uff(t).

Initialize u(0)ff (t) = f−1phy

(
θ∗phy, φ

′
ff(t)

)
,

for i ∈ {1, . . . , k} do

Compute V ′R
(
u
(i−1)
ff (t)

)
=

∂VR

(
uff(t)

)
∂uff(t)

∣∣
uff(t)=u

(i−1)
ff (t)

,

Update u(i)ff = u
(i−1)
ff (t)− V ′R

(
u
(i−1)
ff (t)

)
VR

(
u
(i−1)
ff (t)

) .

end for
Return uff(t) = arg mini∈{0,...,k}

∣∣VR(u(i)ff (t)
)∣∣.

In Algorithm 1 the search is started from the physics–
based feedforward, because it is often close to the optimal
feedforward for the PGNN, i.e., the output of the NN is small
compared to the physics–based model, see [12]. The updates
are performed using the Newton–Raphson method, since it
generally converges in a limited number of iterations, but
other optimization methods can also be used. Generally, it is
desired to have the number of iterations k large, to ensure that
the solver converges. However, for real–time implementation,
the number of updates is limited by the computation time,
hardware, and sampling time of the system. If the solver must
be stopped before it converges, the last solution may not be
optimal compared to previous interations. Hence, in the last
step of Algorithm 1, we output the best feedforward signal
over all iterations performed. Actuator limitations can be
accommodated for by limiting the search within a specified
domain, or by saturating the feedforward input uff(t).

B. Analytical inversion

Inversion of the PGNN (10) is obstructed by the fact that
the most recent input u(t− nk − 1) passes through both the
physical model, as well as the NN. This problem can be
circumvented for a specific class of PGNNs, for which the
NN does not use this input, i.e.,

ŷ
(
θ, φ(t)

)
= fphy

(
θphy, φ(t)

)
+ fNN

(
θNN,

[
φy(t)
φu(t)

])
, (26)

where φy = [y(t − 1), . . . , y(t − na)]T and φu(t) = [u(t −
nk−2), . . . , u(t−nk−nb)]T , such that φ(t) = [φy(t)T , u(t−
nk − 1), φu(t)T ]T . Then, similar to the physics–based feed-
forward (8), the PGNN feedforward obtained from (26) is
given as

uff(t) = f−1phy

(
θ̂phy, φ

′
ff −∆f (t)

)
,

∆f (t) =


1
0
...
0

 fNN


θ̂NN,



r(t+ nk)
...

r(t+ nk − na + 1)
uff(t− 1)

...
uff(t+ nk − nb + 1)




.

(27)

In the remainder of this section, we show that the
PGNN (26) can yield consistent estimates. First, we choose
θphy = [ζT , ψT ]T , where ψ are the parameters that affect
u(t−nk−1), and ζ are the remaining parameters. Then, we
assume that the physical model is able to capture the effect
of the most recent input.

Assumption 5.1: There exists a ψ0 such that the unmod-
elled dynamics g

(
φ(t)

)
does not depend on u(t− nk − 1).

Correspondingly, if we define θ̄phy = [ζ∗T , ψT0 ]T , the
dynamics (1) can be rewritten into

y(t) = fphy
(
θ̄phy, φ(t)

)
+ g

([
φy(t)
φu(t)

])
+ v(t). (28)

Since ψ∗ resulting from the MSE identification (7) generally
differs from ψ0, it is ommitted in the regularization, i.e.,

θ̂ = arg min
θ

1

N

N−1∑
t=0

(
y(t)− ŷ

(
θ, φ(t)

))2
+ (ζ∗ − ζ)TΛ(ζ∗ − ζ).

(29)

Finally, an additional assumption is required on the data,
since we no longer penalize ψ∗ − ψ in the cost function.

Assumption 5.2: For some ψA 6= ψB with
fphy

(
[ζ∗T , ψA

T
]T , φ(t)

)
6= fphy

(
[ζ∗T , ψA

T
]T , φ(t)

)
for

some φ(t) ∈ R, we have that

1

N

N−1∑
t=0

(
fphy

([
ζ∗

ψA

]
, φ(t)

)
− fphy

([
ζ∗

ψB

]
, φ(t)

))2

> 0.

(30)
Proposition 5.1: Consider the PGNN (26) that is used

to identify the system (1) according to identification cri-
terion (29). Suppose that Assumptions 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 5.1,
and 5.2 hold. Then, for N → ∞, the PGNN parameters
are identified as θ̂ = {θ̂phy, θ̂NN} = {θ̄phy, θ

∗
NN}.

Proof: The proof follows similarly to the proof of
Proposition 4.1, i.e., we substitute (28) and (26) into (29)



Fig. 2: Experimental coreless linear motor setup.

and take v(t) out of the MSE term to obtain the cost function

lim
N→∞

1

N

N−1∑
t=0

(
fphy

(
θ̄phy, φ(t)

)
− fphy

(
θphy
(
θphy, φ(t)

)
+ g

([
φy(t)
φu(t)

])
− fNN

(
θNN,

[
φy(t)
φu(t)

]))2

+ σ2
v

+ (ζ∗ − ζ)TΛ(ζ∗ − ζ) ≥ σ2
v .

(31)

In (31) the equality holds only if ζ = ζ∗ (regularization
term), and {ψ, θNN} = {ψ0, θ

∗
NN} (MSE term, substitute

ζ = ζ∗ and observe that, when ψ 6= ψ0 the physical model
mismatch in the MSE cannot be compensated for by the NN,
since it does not take u(t− nk − 1) as input).

VI. EXPERIMENTAL VALIDATION

Effectiveness of the developed PGNN feedforward con-
trollers is validated on the problem of closed–loop position
control for the real–life coreless linear motor (CLM) in
Fig. 2 that is also considered in [13], see [12] for details
on the CLM and the feedback controller. Data is generated
by sampling the input and output at a frequency of 1 kHz for
the duration of 120 s while exciting the CLM with a normally
distributed white noise on the input ∆u(t) ∼ N (0, 502)
N in combination with a third order reference r(t) that
oscillates in r(t) ∈ {−0.1, 0.1} m with maximum velocity
max

(
|ṙ(t)|

)
= 0.05 m

s , acceleration max
(
|r̈(t)|

)
= 4 m

s2 ,
and jerk max

(
|...r (t)|

)
= 1000 m

s3 .
The following physics–based model is derived using New-

ton’s second law

δ2y(t) = −fv
m
δy(t)− fc

m
sign

(
δy(t)

)
+

1

m
u(t), (32)

with δ a discrete–time differential operator, e.g., backward
Euler δ = 1−q−1

Ts
, and m, fv , and fc the mass, viscous

friction coefficient, and Coulomb friction coefficient, respec-
tively. We consider the following approaches to feedforward
control:

1) Direct inverse, i.e., PGNN (13) trained according
to (14). Essentially, the PGNN as proposed in [12].

2) Indirect optimization–based inverse, i.e., PGNN (10)
trained according to (12), with the feedforward result-
ing from Algorithm 1 using k = 5 iterations.

3) Indirect analytical inverse, i.e., PGNN (26) trained
according to (29) with feedforward (27).
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Fig. 3: Tracking error (bottom) resulting from the reference
(top) for the considered feedforward controllers.
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Fig. 4: MAE of the tracking error evaluated on references
with different maximum velocities max

(
ṙ(t)

)
.

All PGNNs follow the NARX structure, and have one hidden
layer with 16 tanh–neurons. Training is performed using
the Levenberg–Marquardt algorithm with Λ = 0.01I in the
identification criteria. For each configuration, the PGNN was
selected that achieved the smallest converged cost function
out of 10 trainings with random weight initialization.

Fig. 3 shows the tracking error e(t) = r(t) − y(t)
resulting from the different PGNN feedforward controllers
for the reference r(t) with velocity max

(
ṙ(t)|

)
= 0.15 m

s .
Especially during acceleration, the indirect methods proposed
in this paper exhibit significantly smaller tracking errors.
Indeed, the indirect identification based PGNN feedforward
controllers reduce the peak error, i.e., max

(
|e(t)|

)
, with a

factor of more than three.
Fig. 4 shows the mean–absolute error (MAE)

MAE
(
e(t)

)
:=

1

NR

NR−1∑
t=0

|r(t)− y(t)| (33)



TABLE I: Mean of the computation time over the samples in
the reference in Fig. 3 on a 2.59 GHz Intel Core–i7–9750H
using MATLAB 2019a.

 Computation time [𝒔𝒔] 
Dir. 4.18 ⋅ 10−7  

Ind. optimization 1.28 ⋅ 10−4 
Ind. analtyical 3.84 ⋅ 10−7 

 

resulting from the different feedforward controllers when
used on references with different maximum velocities
max

(
|ṙ(t)|

)
. All methods improve tracking performance

with respect to the physics–based feedforward (8). More-
over, the indirect methods improve over the indirect method
from [13] with around 20–40%, up until 70% for the velocity
0.15 m

s . The similarity in performance for the optimization–
based and analytical feedforward indicates that the physics–
based model (32) satisfies Assumption 5.1 for the CLM,
i.e., the CLM is linear in the input. The slightly better
performance of the analytical inversion indicates that k = 5
is too small for the Algorithm 1 to converge. Choosing k > 5
however, resulted in a computational load not manageable
in real–time on the CLM, see Table I which lists the com-
putation times. Future work will deal with computationally
efficient algorithms for gradient–based inversion of PGNNs.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we presented a framework for nonlinear
feedforward control design in the presence of noisy data
using physics–guided neurons networks. First, by using fun-
damental knowledge from the system identification field, we
formulate assumptions on the PGNN model parametrization,
data, and training procedure in order to obtain a consistent
estimation of the forward system dynamics. Afterwards,
two approaches are proposed for inversion of the iden-
tified PGNN describing the forward dynamics to obtain
the feedforward controller. The developed methodology was
validated on a real–life industrial linear motor, where it
showed significant improvements with respect to the direct
inverse approach for the same PGNN model structure.
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