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Abstract

In computational engineering, enhancing the simulation speed and efficiency is a perpetual
goal. To fully take advantage of neural network techniques and hardware, we present the
SLiding-window Initially-truncated Dynamic-response Estimator (SLIDE), a deep learning-
based method designed to estimate output sequences of mechanical systems and multibody
systems, in particular, which are subject to forced excitation. A key advantage of SLIDE is its
ability to estimate the dynamic response of damped systems without requiring the full system
state to be known, making it particularly effective for flexible multibody systems. The method
truncates the output window based on the decay of initial effects due to damping, which is
approximated by the complex eigenvalues of the system’s linearized equations. In addition,
a second neural network is trained to provide an error estimation, further enhancing the
method’s applicability. The method is applied to a diverse selection of systems, including the
Duffing oscillator, a flexible slider-crank system, and an industrial 6R manipulator, mounted
on a flexible socket. Our results demonstrate significant speedups from the simulation up to
several millions, exceeding real-time performance substantially.

keywords: surrogate models, deep neural networks, deep learning, multibody system
dynamics, error estimator

1 Introduction

There is no risk of overstatement in saying that neural networks have conquered many, if not
all, aspects of life. Besides the computational power that has come around, a fundamental
mathematical property provides the foundation for the – not only for layman – astonishing
advances, irrespective of whether processing of visual data or large language models are
concerned: Neural networks are universal function approximators [1] and are applied in very
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diverse fields as, e.g., image processing [2, 3], reinforcement learning to master Atari games [4]
or defeat the world’s best humans in Go [5], and natural language processing [6].

Naturally, the recent breakthroughs raise the question of whether and how we can har-
ness deep-learning methods and neural networks, in particular, in our very own realm, i.e.,
computational analysis of multibody systems. As a matter of fact, the application of neural
networks to engineering problems is by no means a recent topic but dates back many decades,
see, e.g., [7] for an exposition of historic developments.
Neural networks are applied as black-box models to many different problems, for dynamics
and computational engineering some specific methods evolved. Rabczuk and Bathe [8] give
an overview of the different machine learning methods for modeling and simulation, which
are not only neural network based. In physics-informed neural networks (PINNs) [9] partial
differential equations are incorporated in the neural network’s loss to avoid learning unphys-
ical solutions. The partial derivatives can be used from the backpropagation algorithm, used
for learning the neural network’s parameters. Hamiltonian neural networks [10] are inspired
by Hamiltonian mechanics, and just like Lagrangian neural networks [11] learn conservation
laws and invariances.

Multibody system dynamics place special demands on numerical methods, as, when using
redundant coordinate formulations, they are often not described by ordinary differential equa-
tions (ODEs) or partial differential equations (PDEs) but by differential-algebraic equations
(DAEs). The algebraic equations result from constraints on the system such as prismatic
joints or rotational joints. Therefore, PINNs, which are commonly applied to problems like
fluid mechanics [12] and heat transfer [13], can not be directly used because equations of mo-
tion are formulated as ODEs or DAEs. Choi et al. [14] developed an approach for surrogate
models of rigid multibody systems, training meta-models of a single and double pendulum,
slider-crank, and a transmission system. Han et al. [15] focuses on a special training algorithm
and examines flexible multibody systems, including a piston-cylinder which kinematically cor-
responds to the slider-crank, and an excavator’s flexible boom. Pikuliǹski et al. [16] apply
neural networks in combination with online error learning for the inverse dynamics of a ma-
nipulator with two degrees of freedom and flexure joints. For multibody systems it has been
shown in [17] that neural networks can be used to learn minimal coordinates using the au-
toencoder structure and applied it to a two-bar mechanism as well as a suspension. In [18]
neural networks are used as a time-stepping scheme, predicting the state vector in every time-
step, and the solution of the previous step is used autoregressively. In [19], neural networks
are applied to isolated subdomains with nonlinearities. A different application of artificial
intelligence to multibody system dynamics was shown in [20], where natural language is used
to create simulation models to assist and speed up the development of the models – similar
to tools like Github Copilot or Visual Studio IntelliCode, which were shown to have a big
impact on productivity [21].

One way to categorize the application to dynamic systems is to divide by how the neural
network is embedded into the application. Many research papers such as [18, 19, 22], and [23]
apply the neural network inside a discrete time-step, where the solution for the next time-step
is coming either directly from the neural network or time-integration is applied subsequently.
This leads to many network passes for a given time sequence. In contrast, neural networks
can also be used to directly predict sequences, as in [14], and [15].

The objective of the present paper is to approximate the multibody system’s simula-
tion results – usually only a few measured quantities – using forward neural networks, thus
leading to tremendous speedups when compared to conventional time integration. This vast
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speedup facilitates real-time approximations of vibration, deformation or similar quantities
which enable advanced control techniques, accompanied by the simplicity of the neural net-
works implementation that facilitates implementation on embedded hardware. In contrast
to [18], where the neural network represents the discrete system to predict single steps, our
aim is to approximate entire sequences of time-steps, thus avoiding phase shift in the results.
Thus, we present SLIDE, a new method for damped systems, predominantly designed for
forced or (displacement-)driven excitation. Our method’s novelty lies in applying a sliding
window, where the window’s required length is estimated by the eigenvalues of the linearized
equation of motion (EOM), representing the decay of initial effects. The method enables
feedforward neural networks (FFN) to be applied directly to sequences of arbitrary length
without knowledge of the system’s initial conditions or state. This property is particularly ad-
vantageous for systems with flexible coordinates, where the full state can hardly be measured
in practice. Our specific aims distinguish our method from [14] and [15], who also explored
neural networks in multibody system dynamics for approximation of their behavior. Rather
than parameterizing mainly autonomous systems with varying masses or geometry, etc. as
done in [14], our approach with driven systems leads to smaller networks and training times,
and does not require information on initial values. Furthermore, we present an error estimator
network, which is able to approximate the accuracy of the solution beyond the range where
the input-output behavior has been trained.

1.1 Surrogate models for multibody systems

Regarding the terminology, the present approach can be attributed to the areas of surrogate
models and (parametric) model(-order) reduction. We refer to the seminal review of Benner et
al. [24] and references therein regarding the definition and categorization of surrogate models.
The aim of surrogate models in dynamic systems and multibody systems, in particular, is
to reproduce some specific input-output behavior. In the context of multibody systems, the
input-to-output map could, for instance, be some specific load-displacement behavior as, e.g.,
map from motor torques to the tool center point (TCP) position of a robot. Surrogate
models are closely related to parametric model reduction, i.e., methods to construct reduced
order models (ROMs) for which some parameters are not fixed, but may vary within certain,
typically pre-defined ranges. Optimization is but one natural application of parametric ROMs.
The reduction of computational costs is also essential in control tasks and model-predictive
control, in particular, and uncertainty quantification [24].

The current study focuses on the dynamic response of mechanical and multibody sys-
tems. This concept is illustrated in Fig. 1, where the surrogate model is constructed from
a dataset. This dataset can originate either from measurements, a simulation model, or a
combination. Mechanical systems are characterized by their nature of being second-order
in time. Multibody systems are mechanical systems that consist of interconnected rigid and
deformable components, can undergo large translational and rotational displacements [25].
Joints that constrain the relative motion of bodies are a defining feature of multibody sys-
tems. Let q ∈ Rnq denote the vector of generalized and redundant coordinates that describes
a system’s current state at position level. Then, the differential-algebraic equations of motion
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Figure 1: The components of the explored surrogate models: using an original model the
dataset is created. The neural network surrogate model is trained and evaluated using this
dataset and reproduces the input-output behavior of the system.

of a holonomic multibody system can be written as

M(q)q̈ + (Gq)T λ = f(q, q̇,u, t), (1)

g(q, t) = 0, (2)

y = y(q, q̇,u, t) . (3)

Here, the vector y ∈ Rny in Eq. (3) represents all relevant outputs of the system a user
is interested in. In the above equations, M ∈ Rnq×nq denotes the (generally deformation-
dependent) mass matrix; the vector of generalized forces f ∈ Rnq comprises both internal
(elastic) forces, applied forces as well as velocity-dependent, nonlinear inertia forces. The
redundant coordinates are constrained by algebraic relations g ∈ Rna , representing position-
level holonomic constraints, which are enforced by means of Lagrange multipliers λ ∈ Rna in
direction of the constraint Jacobian Gq = ∂g/∂q. To fully define the dynamic system, initial
conditions need to be specified,

q(0) = q|t=0 , and q̇(0) = q̇|t=0 , (4)

which also must fulfill the constraint equations (2). For the sake of brevity, the equations
of motion are written only for holonomic constraints, while the overall method can be di-
rectly applied to non-holonomic constraints, without general restrictions. All our numerical
examples are special cases of the general system of equations (1)–(2).

We like to mention that the set of DAEs (1)–(2) require special implicit time-integration
methods, where only a few variants can be applied to multibody systems, as compared to
the large number of explicit time integration for ODEs. Moreover, the implicit nature of
DAE integrators impedes a potential gain in simulation performance, even for the multi-
threaded implementation [26], which is a further motivation for the present study. Note
that the differential-algebraic nature of the equations of motion also poses challenges in the
application of other neural-network-based approaches such as PINNs [9].

Throughout the present paper, we assume constant step-sizes h; the displacement vector
at the i-th time-step is denoted by qi = q|t=ih.

1.2 Feedforward networks (FFN)

Feedforward neural networks (FFNs), which are also referred to as multi-layer perceptrons
(MLPs), are the most fundamental artificial neural networks, which, at the same time, serve
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as building blocks in many advanced network structures of today’s deep-learning methods [27,
chapter 6]. FFNs are organized in layers of neurons with successive layers being fully con-
nected, i.e., each neuron in the i-th layer is connected to each neuron of the (i + 1)-th layer.
The first and last layers represent inputs and outputs of the neural network, respectively.
Layers in between are referred to as “hidden” layers which are characterized by the presence
of generally nonlinear activation functions a. The input x(i) to the i-th layer, which is ni

neurons wide, is the output of the previous (i − 1) layer, i.e., x(i) = y(i−1) ∈ Rn(i−1)
. The

output of the layer y(i) ∈ Rn(i)
is computed as an affine map z(i), to which the activation

function a is applied in an element-wise way:

z(i) = W(i)x(i) + b(i), y(i) = a(z(i)). (5)

The weight matrix W(i) ∈ Rn(i)×n(i−1)
represents the connections among the neurons of the

(i − 1)-th layer and the i-th layer of the network. The vector b(i) ∈ Rn(i)
represents the

biases of the i-th layer’s neurons. The rectified linear unit (ReLU), the hyperbolic tangent,
and the sigmoid function are some of the most commonly used activation functions [28].
The input to the first layer is denoted by x̂ = x(1); for the output of a network with L
hidden layers, we write ŷ = z(L+1). The set of weight matrices W(i) and bias vectors b(i) of a
network constitute the parameters that are learned when training the network. The number of
parameters determines the capacity of a neural network, i.e., its capability to learn complex
representations. A network is considered deep if more than one hidden layer is present.
Deep networks are generally more difficult to train due to effects like vanishing or exploding
gradients, see, e.g., [27]. In Fig. 2, a basic neural network with 2 hidden layers is shown
exemplary, therefore this network consists of 3 weight matrices and 2 layers with activation
functions. The input layer x̂ = [x̂0, x̂1, ..., x̂nin ] and output layer ŷ = [ŷ0, ŷ1, ..., ŷnout ] are
connected to the first and last layer.

In the context of this work, we need to distinguish inputs to dynamic systems u, e.g.,
generalized forces, prescribed displacements, or rotations, from inputs to neural networks. In

Input
Layer Output

Layer
x̂0

x̂1

...

hidden Layers

ŷ0

...

ŷm

x̂n

w11 a(z0  )

a(z1  )

a(zn2 )a(zn1 )

w12

w12

w12

wn1, n2

neuron

a(z0  )

w2,n1

w2,1

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

(2)

(2)

(3)
(1)

(1)

(1) (2)

(2)

Figure 2: Structure of a general feedforward network. The layers are connected with weights
WThe hidden layers typically utilize a nonlinear function a(z) as activation function.
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what follows, the latter may be comprised from the system state q and q̇, system inputs u,
initial conditions x|t=0 and ẋ|t=0, and control inputs (or subsets thereof).

In standard feedforward neural networks, the sequence length is fixed, but by sliding the
input- and output-windows over a longer sequence and concatenating the outputs, results for
longer sequences can be obtained under certain aspects.

2 Prediction of dynamic response of multibody systems

The present section introduces the general concept of the SLIDE method and of the error
estimation network. It furthermore shows the computational approach for decay times of
initial effects in damped multibody system and shows the calculation of losses during training
and validation. However, the details of implementation will be available open source on
GitHub1.

2.1 The SLIDE method

We propose the SLiding-window Initially-truncated Dynamic-response Estimator (SLIDE)
method, which is illustrated in Fig. 3. The idea underlying SLIDE is based on the fact that
the influence of initial conditions on the evolution of a damped mechanical system decays
exponentially over time. For linear systems, the influence of the initial conditions is described
by the homogeneous solution, i.e., a solution of the homogeneous ODE, which is governed by
the eigenvalues of the dynamic system. Inhomogeneous nonlinear systems generally do not
allow for an additive decomposition of the solution into homogeneous and particular parts,
and nonlinear damping mechanisms, such as friction, can not be characterized by eigenvalues
of a linearized system. Still, transient effects related to the initial conditions decay if
dissipative mechanisms are present. Few modern mechatronic or robotic systems exist on
ground (as compared to space or sea), where uncontrolled initial conditions show long-term
effects. Owing to the state-dependent (tangent) stiffness and damping properties of nonlinear
systems, decay times generally vary over time.

The SLIDE method is constructed to deliberately forgo the transient phase when pre-
dicting the response of dynamic systems. For this purpose, we train a feedforward neural
network to map a (temporal) sequence of inputs onto a shorter sequence of outputs, which,
as compared to the input sequence, is truncated by the initial phase in which transient effects
may dominate the response. The input sequence is composed from time-discrete samples of
system states and inputs, which are combined into vectors r = r(q, q̇,u, t), within an input
time window ti ∈ Tin = [t0,in, t1,in] of length tin = t1 − t0. We choose a constant step size h
such that the length of the time window translates into an integer-valued number of intervals
nin = tin/h, i.e., ti = t0,in + ih, with i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , nin − 1}. The n(0)-dimensional input to
the neural network, which we subsequently refer to as surrogate neural network (S-NN), is
therefore given by

x̂ =
[
rT0 , r

T
1 , . . . , r

T
nin−1

]T ∈ Rn(0)
. (6)

Note that the endpoint of the input time window is not included according to our indexing
convention. In the simplest (and preferred) case in most our examples, only system inputs
as, e.g., external loads, are used, i.e., ri = ui. In more complex situations, r may additionally

1https://github.com/peter-manzl/SLIDE
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depend on q, q̇ or t, such as on displacements or forces measured in a real system or on initial
conditions q(0) and q̇(0).

The output sequence contains the samples of ny-dimensional system outputs yj = y(tj) ∈
Rny within the output time window tj ∈ Tout = [t0,out, t1,out]. Input and output windows share
the same endpoint t1,out = t1,in = t1; the output sequence, however, is initially truncated by
at least one (but typcally more) time steps. Using the same sampling rate for the outputs as
for the inputs, the trunctation implies nout ≤ nin such that tj = t0,out + jh = t1− (nout− j)h,
with j = 1, 2, . . . , nout. Accordingly, the output is given by

ŷ =
[
yT
1 ,y

T
2 , . . . ,y

T
nout

]T ∈ Rn(L+1)
, n(L+1) = nynout, (7)

where we exclude the initial point of the output time window. Therefore, it is guaranteed
that input and output sequence are shifted by one time step even in the limiting case of equal
window lengths, i.e., Tin = Tout.

In what follows, we denote the representative time constant, which governs the “slowest”
relevant decay of initial conditions and perturbations, as td. Accordingly, the length of input
and output sequences are supposed to comply with

td < t0,out − t0,in = (nin − nout)h. (8)

The above description uses single input and output windows, respectively. The SLIDE
method does not necessarily condition the S-NN on initial conditions, or, more generally,
on initial states at the beginning of the input time window. In the most simple case, only
system inputs are used in the input sequence. In this case, we can easly construct a sliding-
window approach. By introducing a time-shift (stride) of tout (nout) for both input and output
windows, we can predict outputs arbitrarily ahead in time.

In this study, the S-NN is trained on input-output sequences without sliding-windows, as
the training is not affected by the sliding. Data is obtained from simulation and the sliding-
windows are applied in testing. As in real systems the initial conditions may not be known
or only hard to obtain for all states, the SLIDE method enables good predictions without
measuring the full state. While the SLIDE method is designed for damped multibody systems,
it can in a similar way be applied to systems without damping when the full initial conditions
are known for each sequence. Then, no truncation of the output window is necessary.

2.2 Error Estimation Network

It is well-known that feedforward neural networks generally do not extrapolate nonlinear
functions well [29]. To apply the proposed neural network surrogate model to real systems,
we want to have an estimate for the error of the network’s prediction similar to the error
estimator in time integration methods. For this purpose, we propose to train a second
feedforward neural network, which is referred to as Error Estimator Network (EE-N), to
provide error estimates for the prediction of the S-NN. The structure of the EE-N is shown
in Fig. 4. The error estimator is trained independently from the surrogate model, i.e.,
parameters of the S-NN are fixed when training the EE-N. Additional data is required for
the training process, since errors predicted by the S-NN for the training data the S-NN was
trained on are (ideally) very small. For this reason, additional data outside the previously
trained ranges of inputs and outputs is included, such that the surrogate model is forced to
also extrapolate, which results in significantly large errors of the S-NN’s predictions.
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index (time)

i - nin i

ii - nout

x = {    ,     , ... ,     }
y = {    ,     , ... ,     }

S-NN: Surrogate Neural Network
EE-N: Error Estimator Network

train S-NN

y = {    ,     , ... ,     }

e = -RMSE(y y)

train EE-N

e = {    ,     , ... ,     }

Figure 3: The SLIDE method uses an input window of length nin and an output window
of length nout. Because of the damping in the mechanical system, initial conditions and
oscillations vanish. The Surrogate Neural Network (S-NN) is trained to map the input x̂ to
the output ŷ. After training the S-NN, the Error Estimator Network (EE-N) is trained to
predict the RMSE between the dataset and the neural network’s output from the system’s
input.

The target error is the root mean squared error (RMSE) of the difference between true
outputs of the multibody system and corresponding predictions by the S-NN (averaged over
an output time window)

e =

√√√√ 1

n(L+1)

n(L+1)∑
i=1

(ŷi − ys,i), (9)

with the length n(L+1) of the output vector of the S-NN. The estimator network is then
trained on the logarithmic error ϵ

ϵ =
log10(e) − ϵr

ϵr
, (10)

which is shifted and normalized by

ϵr =
ϵ+ − ϵ−

2
(11)
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Surrogate Network (S-NN)

Error Estimator Network
(EE-N)

x̂ ŷ
-

ys

Loss

S-NN

-
Loss

EE-N

f( )

f
-1

( )

ê

scale

scale
-1

Simulation model
Surrogate scaling
Log. scaling

e

Simulation
model

u y

Figure 4: The structure of the proposed error estimator. For better training performance,
the output from the simulation model is scaled to normalize ys. Before calculating the error
of the S-NN, the output is rescaled to its original units. The root mean squared error e
is transformed to ϵ by a logarithmic function Eq. (10) to (11), denoted by f(). The inverse
mapping f−1() is used to obtain ê from the error estimator.

to logarithmically scale errors between 10ϵ− and 10ϵ+ into the range [−1, 1]. The network
estimates the logarithmic error ϵ̂, from which the estimated RMSE can be calculated by

ê = 10(ϵr ϵ̂−ϵr) . (12)

As the main interest is in the relative accuracy of the solution, this metric helps us achieve
more accurate estimates of the error both on the data the S-NN was trained on and beyond
where the error may increase by orders of magnitude.The loss function of the EE-N is again
the mean squared error (MSE), see Eq. (26), between the estimated logarithmic error ϵ̂ and
the target logarithmic error ϵ.

While the EE-N is applied to the input of the surrogate network, it could also be applied
to the output or a combination of both. By avoiding using the output of the S-NN, both
networks can be parallelized for better performance.

2.3 Computation of decay time in linearized multibody systems

The proposed SLIDE method is based on the assumption that effects due to unknown initial
conditions or disturbances decay within a certain time, which is the length td of the truncated
part of the response window, compare Eq. (8). A reasonable estimation of td can be based on
complex eigenvalues of the linearized system, which hereafter is used to compute worse-case
scenarios for the damping times of all eigenvalues. The computation of eigenvalues for the
investigated multibody systems as well as a reasonable guess for td are shown in the following.
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Using Eqs. (1) and (2), we linearize the system equations about qL, q̇L, and λL in the
following way,

M(qL)q̈L + (GqL)T λL =
∂f(q, q̇,u, t)

∂q

∣∣∣∣
qL,q̇L

+
∂f(q, q̇,u, t)

∂q̇

∣∣∣∣
qL,q̇L

, (13)

∂g(q, t)

∂q

∣∣∣∣
qL

qL = 0. (14)

Here, we neglect terms ∂M(q)/∂q, assuming the linearization evaluated for q̈ = 0, and we

furthermore neglect terms ∂
(

(Gq)T λ
)
/∂q.

The linearized equations are thus transformed into matrix form, where, for the computa-
tion of eigenvalues, we formulate constraints on the acceleration level:[

M(qL) (GqL)T

GqL 0

] [
q̈L

λL

]
+

[
D 0
0 0

] [
q̇L

λL

]
+

[
K 0
0 0

] [
qL

λL

]
=

[
Rq

Rλ

]
. (15)

In the above system of equations, D and K denote tangent damping and stiffness matrices,
respectively. We assume both residual forces and external loads to vanish when determining
the eigenvalues of the multibody system, i.e., we consider the homogeneous system of ODEs
subsequently.

In order to compute the complex eigenvalues of the constrained system, we project the
equations into the nullspace of the linearized constraints. For this purpose, we compute the
nullspace of the constraint matrix using the singular value decomposition (SVD) for GqL ,

GqL = USΣSV
∗
S (16)

resulting in the unitary matrices US with left singular vectors as columns, and VS with right
singular vectors as rows. The diagonal matrix ΣS contains the singular values of GqL .

Using a tolerance stol for determining non-zero singular values, we compute the number
nnz of relevant vectors in US representing the nullspace N ∈ R(nq−nnz)×nq , with components

Nj,i = Ui,j+nnz (17)

for singular values sorted in descending order in the diagonal of ΣS , thus the columns of
U are the rows of the nullspace. The system quantities can be computed conveniently by
projection, reading as

M = NMNT , K = NKNT , and D = NDNT , (18)

which now represent the linearized system in the constrained space,

Mq̈L + Dq̇L + KqL = RL . (19)

In order to compute the complex eigenvalues, we transfer Eq. (19) into the set of first order
differential equations, setting RL = 0,

Az + Bż = 0 with z =

[
qL

q̇L

]
(20)
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and the matrices

A =

[
K D

0 −M

]
, and B =

[
0 M

M 0

]
(21)

and compute the complex eigenvalues v = [v0, . . . , v1, . . .] and the eigenvector matrix Φ
of the system matrix Asys = −A−1B. There are several possibilities in computing Asys or
its variants, however, the latter one being directly related to the according eigenvectors for
displacements and velocities, as well, which could be back-projected to unconstrained space
of qL and q̇L.

Based on the system’s eigenvalues, the required length of the initially-truncated window
for the SLIDE method can be computed. The linearized system response in the time domain
can be computed for certain initial conditions q0, which include initial displacements and
velocities, as follows,

qL(t) =

2nf∑
i=1

Φip0,ie
vit (22)

where p0 represents the vector of initial modal coordinates, which can be computed as p0 =
Φ−1qL0 using the eigenvector matrix Φ.

Pairs of complex conjugated eigenvalues represent underdamped behavior, while purely
real eigenvalues show overdamped behavior of underlying coordinates. For the linearized
system, considering a single eigenvalue vi, the envelope of the relative amplitude can be
calculated as

Arel(t) = eRe(vi)t = e−ω0Dt (23)

from the homogeneous solution with the dimensionless damping ratio D and natural frequency
ω0. The initial conditions are damped down to an Arel,1% after

td =
log(Arel,1%)

Re(v)
, (24)

Therefore for a spring-damper with ω0 = 40 and D = 0.1, the initial conditions are damped
down to 1% after a time of td = 1.15 s, which agrees well with the numerical solution.

As for general multibody systems are nonlinear, the damping can depend on the current
configuration. Therefore for analyzing it, the system is randomly initialized in the relevant
range several times and the eigenvalues are recorded while the system is in motion.

2.4 Training loss and validation error

The neural networks are trained using the mean squared error (MSE) loss

LMSE =
1

n

n∑
i=1

(ŷ − ys)
2 (25)

as objective function, where ys and ŷ denote the (scaled) target output from the dataset and
output of the neural network, respectively. The neural network’s parameters W and b are
initialized using Xavier uniform distribution [30]. In all experiments, the ADAM optimizer [31]
is used. For both the error estimator and the validation, the root mean squared error (RMSE)

LRMSE =

√√√√ 1

n

n∑
i=1

(ŷ − ys)
2 (26)
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is evaluated, since the RMSE is in the magnitude of the occurring errors. As customary in
deep learning, training proceeds in epochs, where the whole training dataset is traversed once
per epoch. For a dataset size of nd and a batch size of nb, nd/nb optimizer steps (iterations)
are performed in each epoch. The batch size describes how many entries of the dataset are
passed simultaneously in each iteration. In the later shown examples, the hardware utilization
increases with the batch size, in addition, smaller batch sizes also require generally smaller
learning rates, as more parameter updates are performed per epoch. The dataset is shuffled
in every epoch to add stochasticity. During training, the validation error is tracked and the
weights and biases of the episode with the lowest validation are saved for testing to avoid
overfitting.

3 Application to multibody systems

In what follows, we apply the proposed SLIDE method to several examples problems. A
single-DOF system is meant to illustrate the fundamental ingredients of the approach. Sub-
sequently, we conduct experiments on actual multibody systems, i.e., a planar slider-crank
model and a flexible robotic system. Previously the rigid slider-crank system’s kinematics
was considered i.a. by Choi et al. [14] and Wang et al. [23], whereas the flexible slider-crank
system is investigated by Han et.al [15] using the floating frame of reference formulation
(FFRF). Furthermore, a serial robot with 6 rotational degrees of freedom, standing on a soft
flexible socket, is investigated. The robot moves along trajectories with prescribed point-
to-point (PTP) motions, which causes the socket to deform, resulting in positioning errors.
Training, validation, and test data for the supervised learning is created by simulation, which
is realized using the open-source multibody dynamics code Exudyn [26], which provides a
Python interface for its efficient C++ implementation2. The machine learning library Py-
Torch [32] is used for the creation, training, and application of the shown neural networks3. In
addition to the network’s structure (e.g., depth, width, and activation), parameters governing
the training process (e.g., learning rate, batch size, optimizer-specific parameters) constitute
hyperparameters that greatly influence the convergence and performance of the network,
which are provided in Appendix A.

3.1 Introductionary example: the mass spring damper

The linear mass-spring-damper system, shown in Fig. 5, is described by the following scalar-
valued ODE:

mẍ + dẋ + kx = F (t) , (27)

where m denotes the mass; d and k are the (viscous) damping parameter and the spring
stiffness, respectively. The excitation is realized as an external force F (t), which is scaled
for training purposes, i.e., f̂(t) = 5 × 10−4F (t). The input vector to the neural network
comprises positions x0 = x(0) and velocities ẋ0 = ẋ(0) at the beginning of the (single) input
time window as well as forces f̂i at the discrete time-steps ti = ih, with i = 0, . . . , nin − 1.
In the present example, a window of length 1 s, which is discretized into nin = 64 steps (step

2Version 1.8, https://github.com/jgerstmayr/EXUDYN
3Version 2.3, https://github.com/pytorch/pytorch
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Figure 5: The spring damper model consists of the mass m, stiffness k and damping d. The
natural frequency ω0 and the dimensionless damping D are derived from these parameters.
The factor α is used to describe the nonlinearity of the Duffing oscillator.
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Figure 6: a) The mean square error on the test set while training shown over the epochs. Lines
in the same color represent different seeds in the training. b) The results for the validation
sets 0 to 4. As the validation error is in the magnitude of 10−12 to 10−14, the neuronal network
(NN) and reference (time integration) fit almost perfectly numerically.

size h = 15.625 ms), is chosen. The input vector of the first time window therefore reads

x̂ =
[
x0, ẋ0, f̂0 ... , f̂nin−1

]T
. (28)

The surrogate network is trained to predict the position of the mass, where the output
window equals the input time window, i.e., nin = nout:

ŷ = [x1, x2, . . . , xnout ]
T ; (29)

inputs and outputs are therefore offset by one time step. As opposed to forces, position and
velocity are not scaled – neither in inputs, nor in outputs. No further truncation of the output
window is required, since initial conditions x0 and ẋ0 are provided as inputs to the network,
so also the transient phase can be captured accuratly. The simulation does not necessarily
use the same stepsize as used for the surrogate model. In the simulation, the force is constant
between the neural network time steps. The last input force f̂nin−1 is acting until the end of
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Figure 7: Visualizing of the weight matrix W′ as a heatmap. The first column shows the
homogeneous solution for x0 = 1, which decays over time, represented by the output index.
The solution for an arbitrary input vector can be calculated by superimposing the individual
solutions - which is what the network’s matrix multiplication ŷ = W′x̂ does.

the time-sequence. To construct training and test data, we sample from a uniform distribution
for all inputs. Initial conditions x0 and ẋ are set at the beginning of each simulation and in
each time-step a random force Fi ∈ [−2, 2] kN is applied to the mechanical system.

To represent this linear system, the neural network does not require any nonlinear ac-
tivation function. A neural network with single hidden layer using the identity function as
activation and zero biases can be described by

ŷ = W(2)W(1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
W′

x̂ . (30)

Depending on the exact training parameters, the neural network is able to learn the exact
solution of the system with a mean squared error (MSE) on the validation set in the order of
10−14, as shown in Fig. 6. The shallow network only has one weight matrix connecting input
and output, while the other has one hidden layer, described by Eq. (30).

The weight matrix W′ can be visualized as a heatmap, shown in Fig. 7. The upper
right triangle consists of zeros, indicating causality: later inputs do not affect earlier outputs.
The first two columns represent the decaying initial conditions over time, while the others
represent the system’s response to a force impulse at a specific time-step. For predicting the
entries at the end of the output, the initial conditions are no longer required. Although the
neural network was only trained using randomized force input, it is able to process arbitrary
input signals with the same discretization because of the known superposition property of
ordinary differential equations.

14



3.2 Duffing oscillator: nonlinear spring-damper system

As second example problem, we consider the Duffing oscillator, which is governed by the
nonlinear ODE

mẍ + dẋ + kx + αkx3 = F (t) . (31)

We study the case of a hardening (progressive) spring, α > 0. As with the linear oscillator,
the excitation is scaled for training purposes, i.e., f̂(t) = 1×10−3F (t). The natural frequency
ω0 of the undamped Duffing oscillator depends on the displacement x̄, at which the system
is linearized, i.e.,

ω0 =

√
k (1 + 3αx̄2)

m
, (32)

For the (weakly) damped system, we find a pair of complex conjugate eigenvalues v1,2, with
a real part of

Re(v1,2) = −ω0D = − d

2m
, (33)

where the nondimensional damping D = d/2mω0 has been introduced. The real part, whose
negative reciprocal is the time constant of the exponential decay of perturbations from the
equilibrium state, is independent of the displacement x̄, at which the system is linearized.

Thus, for a relative amplitude decay of 1% the time constant td = 1.15 s is calculated
according to Eq. (24). The previously described error estimator is applied to the surrogate
model. The validation MSE is shown in Fig. 8a). For the surrogate neural network (S-NN),
5 trainings are performed, where each time the seed for the initialization of the network
weights and the dataset shuffle are initialized differently. For run 1, the results for the first
five training sets are shown in Fig. 8b). It is also evident that, for the validation data, the
network starts the prediction at t = (nin − nout)h = 1.4 s, in the training no sliding of the
windows is performed. For both training and validation, the input

x̂ =
[
f̂0, f̂1, ... , f̂nin−1

]
, (34)

is used to obtain the output

ŷ = [xnin−nout , xnin−nout+1, ... , xnin ] . (35)

In testing of the trained surrogate model, longer sequences

x̂′ =
[
f̂0, f̂1, ... , f̂nin , f̂nin+1, ... , f̂nin+nout , ... , f̂nin+knout

]
(36)

are divided into k+1 sequences of length nin each, which are shifted by i = {0nout, ..., k nout}
time-steps. Each sequence is passed through the neural network and the results are concate-
nated, see Fig. 9. The error estimator predicts errors ê. In output segment 3, the input is
set to zero, which was not part of the training data for the S-NN, but nevertheless handled
well. In contrast, in segment 5, the input amplitude is doubled, another input not part of the
training data. There the S-NNs estimation maintains the phase well, but the error increases
significantly, which is captured well by the EE-N. In the transition to segment 6 both networks
briefly struggle, but the S-NN regains accuracy as the initial disturbances decay.
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Figure 8: a) The MSE on the validation set of the nonlinear damper over the course of the
training using the asymmetric window approach. b) The displacement given by the network
of run 1 on the validation set. After training the maximum MSE is 0.1910−3 on the training
set and 5.6510−3 on the validation set.
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Figure 9: SLIDE applied to a longer input sequence of the nonlinear spring-damper system
with parameters from Fig. 5. The estimated error ê is calculated for each segment with the
real error e shown below.

3.3 Planar flexible slider-crank

An idealized slider-crank mechanism composed from rigid bodies has only a single degree of
freedom (DOF). The slider’s position xp can be calculated from the kinematics equation

xp = l1 cos(φ) +
√
l22 − l21 sin(φ)2 , (37)

from the length of the crankshaft l1, the length of the connecting rod l2, and the angle φ
which is a possible minimal coordinate in the rigid mechanism.
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Figure 10: The slider-crank model. The connecting rod is flexible and has a deflection d.
Body 1 is the crankshaft, body 2 the connecting rod, and 3 the slider. EI describes the
bending stiffness and EA the axial stiffness of the connecting rod, whereas dEI and dEA are
the bending and axial damping of the beam. Buckling is not considered by the model. The
mass of the crankshaft is assumed to be distributed homogeneously, thus the inertia follows
to 1

12ml2.

In this example, a flexible slider-crank mechanism is modeled, in which the input is defined
to be the desired angle φdes, for which trajectories with constant accelerations are created as
shown in Fig. 11. To follow the desired φ and φ̇, PD control is used and the torque

τ = P (φdes − φ) + D(φ̇des − φ̇) (38)

is applied to the crankshaft. Slider and crankshaft are rigid bodies, whereas the connecting
rod is modeled as a fully nonlinear Bernoulli-Euler beam following the absolute nodal coordi-
nate formulation as described in [33]. The ANCF beam is chosen for the flexible connecting
rod in order to simplify reproducibility of results. The straightforward way to select the neural
network’s input would be the desired angles φdes(t) or the desired angular velocities ωdes(t)
with the starting angle φdes(0). An issue with the angle parametrization is the input normal-
ization: if normalized in [−π, π] there is a discontinuity at ±π. Therefore, a parametrization
using the director

es =

[
es1
es2

]
=

[
cos (φdes)
sin (φdes)

]
(39)

instead of the desired angle is chosen, which solves both the discontinuity and normalization
problem. The neural network’s input follows as

x =
[
eTs 0, e

T
s 1, ..., e

T
s (nin−1)

]T
, (40)

with unit vectors es,i in the i-th time-step of the dataset. To create training and validation
data, the mechanical system is initialized at a randomized angle φ0. As a consistent random

17



0 2 4 6 8
−40

−20

0

20
φ 
in
 ra

d

trajectory 1
trajectory 2
trajectory 3

0 2 4 6 8
t in s

−5

0

5

ω
 in

 ra
d/
s

a)

0 45 90 135 180 225 270 315 360
φ in °

2.5

5

10

20

40

80

M
BS

 e
ig
en

va
lu
es

v3=66.67
v2∈ [40.3, 48.7]
v1∈ [2.2, 4.20]
v0≈0

b)

Figure 11: a) Examples for applied trajectories to the crankshaft, where angular velocities
change with constant acceleration. The angle φ is initialized in the range of ±π. b) The
system’s eigenvalues v1 to v3 plotted logarithmically over the angle of the crankshaft φ.

initialization with arbitrary deflections and velocities is a non-trivial task, the angular velocity
is initialized by adding a 1 s startup phase, shown between times −1 s and 0 s, which is not
part of the training data. The angular velocity undergoes constant acceleration, see Fig. 11.
Each acceleration phase takes between 20 and 60 time-steps and with a probability of 10% the
acceleration is set to zero. The black dashed line is the maximum velocity ± |ωmax| = 8 rad s−1,
ω̇max = 20 rad s−2. The neural network learns both the dynamics of the mechanical system
and the dynamics of the control from Eq. (38).

The rigid body model has one degree of freedom, thereby, after eliminating the constraints,
the eigenvalue v0 = 0 corresponding to the rigid body motion persists. Also for the flexible
slider crank model, the smallest eigenvalue is close to zero, thus practically undamped. The
second smallest eigenvalue changes with the angle φ, which corresponds to decay times of
1.1 s to 1.83 s, shown in Fig. 11. For a sequence duration of 4 s, input and output lengths of
nin = 128 and nout = 32 are chosen.

In Fig. 12 the results of the SLIDE method is shown over a longer time period for the
flexible slider crank system. This data is not part of the training or validation dataset. The
orange dotted line is the surrogate model, while the blue solid line shows the ground truth
obtained by the simulation model. The neural network is only trained to predict the last nout

steps of single sections and was not trained on continuation. The phase of the vibrations is
well preserved over a longer period of time. The predicted error ê and ground truth error e
are shown below.

3.4 Spatial 6R manipulator on a flexible socket

In this experiment the robotic manipulator puma 560 stands on a flexible socket, which
deforms due to the forces induced by the robot’s motion. The robot’s mechanical parameters
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Figure 12: Processing a longer time-segment for the slider-crank system using the proposed
method. For t < (nin −nout)h no deflection can be estimated. The estimated error ê and e is
shown for each segment in mm.

are taken from the robotics toolbox [34], with minor adaptions. When the robot is mounted
rigidly and the mounting point is static, the inertia around x and y of the first link, as well
as the mass, are not part of the equations of motion [35]. To avoid unphysical behavior,
we adjusted the first link’s mass to 20 kg and the missing inertias to 0.2 kg m2 to fulfill the
triangular inequality. Furthermore the inertia of link 3 around its z-axis was doubled to
0.025 kg m2, also to fulfill the triangular inequality. The joint vector q = [q1, ... , q6] starts
at q(t = 0) = q0 and moves to q(t = (nin − nout)h) = q1 and to q(t = ninh) = q2 with a
point-to-point (PTP) motion, applying constant acceleration to the joints. In Fig. 13, a) the
simulation model of the robot is shown.

The pose of the robot’s tool center point (TCP) relative to the global frame can be
described by the homogeneous transformation

0,TCPT(q(t)) = 0,fT f,TCPT =

[
0,TCPR(q(t)) 0,TCPt(q(t))

0 1

]
(41)

with the rotation matrix R and translation vector t. Superscripts a, b of a,bT indicate that
the pose of b is described relative to a. The robot’s forward kinematics f,TCPT does not
depend on the socket’s deflection and can be calculated for given joint angles q. For a rigid
socket 0,fT is the pose of the robot’s mounting point on the socket. For the flexible socket
the transformation to the flange 0,fT changes with the displacement of the mesh. The error
of the TCP position resulting from the flexibility results therefore in

pe = 0,TCPt − f,0R (0,TCPt − 0,ft ) . (42)

while the deviation of the rotation from the rigid solution is

Re = EE,0R f,EER . (43)

As the rigid body solution can be efficiently calculated by the forward kinematics, the neural
network is trained on the deviations from the forward kinematics solution pe. The robot is
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Figure 13: a) Simulation of the Puma560 manipulator standing on a flexible cylindrical
socket. b) Example for a PTP motion for 2 joints. Between the start- and endpoint constant
acceleration is applied, leading to linear changes in velocity and quadratic change in angles.

controlled by applying the torque τi to the i-th joint, calculated using PD control

τi = P (qd i − qi) −D(q̇d i − q̇i) (44)

with control parameters P and D, the desired angles qd i and angular velocities q̇d i. In
between the angles q0, q1 and q2, PTP interpolation with constant acceleration, shown in
Fig. 13b), is applied to qd. As torques and masses are not provided to the neural network,
and it directly learns the mapping from qd to pe, control and dynamic parameters are learned
implicitly from the data. The control values P = [4 · 104, 4 · 104, 4 · 104, 100, 100, 10] and
D = [400, 400, 100, 1, 1, 0.1] are chosen arbitrarily.

The flexible socket is modeled as a hollow cylinder with radius of 0.05 m, 0.01 m wall
thickness and 0.3 m length, Young’s modulus E = 1 GPa, density ρ = 1000 kg m−3 and
Poisson’s ratio ν = 0.3, which is in the range of some plastics such as high-density polyethylene
(HDPE) [36]. The computed decay times of the robotic manipulator are shown in Fig. 14 and
are shortly elaborated. As the decay of the system’s initial conditions can be approximated
over a period of T = nh steps with

Arel(T ) ≈ eRe(v1)h eRe(v2)h ... eRe(vn)h = e
∑n

i=1 Re(vi)h = eRe(v̄)T , (45)

minima in v, which correspond to maxima of the decay times td, have only a minor impact
on the global behavior as the mean eigenvalues over the sequence v̄ is the determining value.
While the trajectory shown in the figure locally exceeds td = 10 s, the mean decay time
to reach Arel = 0.01 is 0.32 s, the longest mean decay time calculated over 50 randomized
trajectories is 0.84 s and the average 0.37 s. Thus the output window’s truncation is chosen
to 1 s.
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Figure 14: Decay times based on the eigenvalues of the systems, calculated over an exemplarily
PTP trajectory from q0 to q1 and q2. While the robot is in motion the real part of some
eigenvalues approach 0, thus td increase. The values for the angles is shown at the right side.

For the neural network’s input from q(t) a total number of nin time steps are equidistantly
sampled from the PTP trajectory in the time range [0, t2] and scaled by π

2

x̂ =
1

π

 q1,0 q2,0 q3,0 q4,0 q5,0 q6,0
...

...
...

...
...

...
q1,nin q2,nin q3,nin q4,nin q5,nin q6,nin

 (46)

to obtain a normalized input to the neural network. With n′ = nin − nout, the output of the
simulation model is sampled in the time range [t1, t2]

y =

 pT
e,1
...

pT
e,nout

 =

 [xe,n′ ye,n′ ze,n′ ]
...

...
...

[xe,nin ye,nin ze,nin ]

 (47)

and then normalized
ys = fscale(y) . (48)

The input is comprised of nin = 120 time steps and the output of nout = 60 with step-size
h = 1/60 s. Note that ys and ŷ consists of x, y and z deflections which can be differently
scaled. The root error estimator network is trained not on each deflection separately, but the
mean of the Euclidean error. Therefore, the neural network’s output ŷ must be scaled back
using f−1

scale as shown in Fig. 4. The mean error

e =
1

nout

 ∥ys,n′ − f−1
scale(ŷn′)∥2
...

∥ys,nin − f−1
scale(ŷnin)∥2


T 1

...
1

 (49)
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Figure 15: Continuation by window shifting with error of the surrogate model to the refer-
ence e and estimated error ê, showing accurate approximation by the SLIDE method and
reasonable estimation of the errors.

is calculated from the mean euclidean distance between the model’s output and the predicted
deflection for each time step. This mean error is logarithmically scaled and subsequently used
to train the error estimator.

In Fig. 15, the application of SLIDE is shown 2.1. The EE-N estimates the RMSE of
all deflections with great accuracy. The desired angles for both control and model input are
randomly sampled, and neither is part of the training or the validation set. In each output
time segment j

t(j) =
[
tn′+j nout , tn′+j nout+1, ... , tn′+(j+1)nout

]
, (50)

both the reference and estimated error are shown, where the error estimation works with a ac-
curacy of 2−12% relative to the reference error. The accuracy of the surrogate model relative
to the simulation model in the shown segments t(1) to t(5) is [2.23, 2.44, 2.94, 3.45, 4.55] %.

For better understanding of the accuracy, the mean absolute error of the first 64 data
points from the estimator’s validation set are shown in Fig. 16. The estimated error e of the
surrogate model is shown in blue and compared with the estimated ê. The error estimator
predicts the mean absolute error of the surrogate model in the mean over the whole test set
with 14.0% and a standard deviation of 11.9%, while 95% of the trajectories are within 37.5%
of the estimated error. The correlation of the surrogate errors and estimated errors is shown
in Fig. 17. The training dataset of the estimator is partly composed of the training dataset
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Figure 16: The mean absolute error of the error estimator and the surrogate model on parts
of the test set of the flexible manipulator.

spring-damper Duffing oscillator slider-crank 6R robot ∗

simulation 7.30 ms ± 103 µs 18.4 ms ± 264 µs 748 ms ± 12.1 ms 4.76 s ± 30.5 ms

NN training 14.8 s ± 0.71 s 35.3 s ± 0.13 s 549 s ± 0.44 s 641 s ± 1.18 s

S-NN forward pass 43.7 µs ± 717 ns 126 µs ± 259 ns 246 µs ± 9.07 µs 625 µs ± 22.9 µs
validation set
mean RMSE 3.12 · 10−7 6.45 · 10−3 0.024 0.020

speedup 146 46.7 795 3247

Table 1: Numerical results on simulation and neural network (NN) training and forward pass
times and accuracy. The RMSE is on the training of the S-NN. The speedup is depending
on the length of the sliding windows as described in Eq. (51). No batching is used. ∗The
training for the slider-crank and 6R robot model is run using a GPU. In training, this yields
a speedup of ≈ 5.9.

of the surrogate model.

3.5 Summary of results

In the following section, the computational results for all experiments are summarized. As
a general observation, while more neurons generally can represent a more complex behavior,
networks with less neurons than the number of independent inputs (or outputs) require a
higher compression of information and thus may lower the accuracy. In case of the Duffing
oscillator, using less than nin neurons decreases performance.

In Tab. 1 the results of the experiments are shown, including time durations recorded by
Python’s internal timeit functionality. While the simulation runs for nin steps, the neural
network forward pass only obtains nout steps. Therefore, the speedup S follows to

S =
tsim
tNN

nout

nin
. (51)

Note that the values can be tweaked depending on the requirement for the application. In
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Figure 17: The error of the surrogate model e is plotted over the estimated error ê, where e95
marks the 95th percentile of the surrogate model error. Thus, for the training, the surrogate
model has an accuracy of e95 = 0.227 mm or better on 95% of the dataset. In the test
e95 = 0.273 mm. In the estimator’s training set the surrogate training set is contained.

general, by increasing the amount of training data, the required training time increases and
the error on the validation set decreases up to a certain point. Using larger and/or deeper
neural networks increases times for both training and forward passes, but can simultaneously
decrease the validation set RMSE, although more training data may be required to avoid
overfitting.

For the shown computations an i5-13400F CPU with up to 4.6 GHz and a Nvidia RTX
4070 Graphics Processing Unit (GPU) were used. For both the spring-damper and slider-
crank example, no significant speedup when using the GPU was visible in training or the
forward pass – supposedly the neural network and data size is not large enough. For the
robot on the flexible socket, the speedup due to parallelization on the GPU is in the order
of 6 for the training. It should be highlighted that batching, similar to the batch size in the
training process, increases the performance on the GPU significantly in the explored examples,
because it allows the hardware to be better utilized.

Similar to the training process, where the input is not traversed one dataset at a time,
but multiple datasets are processed at once, the input can be batched also in the analysis
of longer time sequences or parallel simulations. For the data shown here, which is small
compared to many other deep learning applications, increasing the number of batches only
marginally impacts the computation time: a single forward pass for the trained network on
the 6R example, shown in Appendix A, takes 747 µs, whereas 1200 batched trajectories take
only 776 µs. The speedup resulting from increasing the batchsize is shown in Fig. 18. Through
the SLIDE method, the input can also be segmented into batches, therefore a simulation of
1200 s can be run in less than a millisecond, yielding a speedup of 7.36 · 106 compared with
2.38 s of CPU-time per second of simulation, which enables real-time “simulation” of flexible
bodies with ease. The maximum speedup for a simulation with a time-span of 13 657 s has
been observed as 23.9 · 106, i.e., the simulation would run 9 hours, while the SLIDE method
requires only 1.3 ms for the prediction of this time span.
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Figure 18: Speedup of neural network compared to multibody simulation of the shown ma-
nipulator for increasing batch size. The simulation model of the slider-crank is faster, thus
less speedup is achieved.

4 Conclusions

In this paper, we introduced SLIDE, the SLiding-window Initially-truncated Dynamic-response
Estimator, a new method that leverages the computational power of GPUs to estimate dy-
namic system responses. We demonstrated its effectiveness on both classical mechanical sys-
tems, such as the Duffing Oscillator, and complex multibody systems, including a slider-crank
and a 6R manipulator mounted on a flexible socket.

The only requirement for application of the SLIDE method is that the dynamic response
is only affected by a (short) history of inputs, which is within the sliding input window. As
only restriction, the examined system may not contain hidden internal states or effects like
bifurcation, plasticity, or stick-slip effects, which are not contained in the SLIDE method’s
inputs but affect the output beyond the truncated window. By truncating the output window,
SLIDE eliminates the need to (exactly) know dissipating initial conditions, which is especially
beneficial for flexible multibody systems, where measuring the flexible coordinates is often
unpractical. We also presented a practical approach for estimating decay times in multibody
systems by linearizing the equations of motion, and calculating the eigenvalues. Possible
applications of the shown method include, but are not limited to, selecting in real-time an
optimal trajectory, while taking into account positioning errors due to deflection.

In contrast to other approaches like Hamiltonian and Lagrangian neural networks [10, 11],
the SLIDE method can be directly applied to non-autonomous systems with actuation and
– although we applied it to the field of multibody dynamics – it could be used in other
fields of simulation easily, as there are no assumptions on the structure of equations. For
processing time sequences, recurrent neural networks (RNNs) or Long Short-Term Memory
(LSTM) [27, chapter 10] are commonly used, as they are designed to process a sequence of
values. Future research could focus on these approaches and implementations to provide a
hidden state, supporting a broader class of systems. In addition, other architectures such as
the Transformer [6] could be applied to dynamic problems and the error estimator to improve
the accuracy.
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parameter value parameter value

optimizer: ADAM [31] variable type: float32

learning rate: 10−3 batchsize ntrain/8

size training set ntrain 1024 ... 20480 size validation set nval 64 ... 2048

validation frequency every 20 epochs

Table 2: General parameters for training the neural network. For the ADAM optimizer the
standard parameters from pytorch are used.

A Appendix: Neural network parameters

If not specified separately, the parameters from Tab. 2 are used. For convenience, flatten
and unflatten is part of the sequential network to shape the data accordingly. Apart from
the shown tests, residual connections and convolutional layers have been experimented with,
but no significant improvement in the results was achieved.

A.1 Duffing oscillator

For the duffing oscillator shown in section 3.2, the size of the dataset is 4096 for the training
and 512 for the validation. The neural network consists of two layers with 100 neurons and
ReLU activation function.

A.2 Flexible slider-crank

The network in the flexible slider-crank example, see section 3.3, uses 6 layers with ELU
activation function and 192 neurons each. The length of the input sequence is nin = 128
time-steps and the output is nout = 32. The S-NN is trained for 2000 steps and the EE-N for
500 steps. Learning rate is 1.5 · 10−3.

A.3 6R-Robot on flexible socket

For the results of section 3.4, the 6R manipulator on a flexible socket, the neural network is
divided into 3 sub-networks, where each is associated with x, y and z. They share the input
of size 720 = nin ∗ 6 to 240, followed by three ELU activation functions and 180 neurons.
By dividing the output into three networks, the number of weights is reduced greatly in the
dense layers: The dense layers in the subnetworks have a total of nl1 = 3 · 1802 + 180 = 97740
parameters, whereas in one layer the number of parameters would be nl2 = (3 · 180)2 + 540 =
292140 ≈ 3nl1. The error estimator has 360 neurons and 2 ReLU activation functions. The
neural network’s training set consists of 20480 trajectories and the validation set includes
4096 trajectories. Each dataset consists of nin = 120 and nout = 60 time-steps with an input
time of 2 s. The learning rate is increased to 1.5 ·10−3 and the S-NN is trained for 2000 epochs
and EE-N for 800 respectively. The error mapping ϵ+ = −1.5 and ϵ− = −4.5.
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