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Abstract— Robotic magnetic manipulation offers a minimally
invasive approach to gastrointestinal examinations through
capsule endoscopy. However, controlling such systems using
external permanent magnets (EPM) is challenging due to non-
linear magnetic interactions, especially when there are complex
navigation requirements such as avoidance of sensitive tissues.
In this work, we present a novel trajectory planning and control
method incorporating dynamics and navigation requirements,
using a single EPM fixed to a robotic arm to manipulate an
internal permanent magnet (IPM). Our approach employs a
constrained iterative linear quadratic regulator that considers
the dynamics of the IPM to generate optimal trajectories
for both the EPM and IPM. Extensive simulations and real-
world experiments, motivated by capsule endoscopy operations,
demonstrate the robustness of the method, showcasing resilience
to external disturbances and precise control under varying
conditions. The experimental results show that the IPM reaches
the goal position with a maximum mean error of 0.18 cm and a
standard deviation of 0.21 cm. This work introduces a unified
framework for constrained trajectory optimization in magnetic
manipulation, directly incorporating both the IPM’s dynamics
and the EPM’s manipulability.

I. INTRODUCTION

Robotic magnetic manipulation has gained significant at-
tention in capsule endoscopy for its potential to provide a
non-invasive, painless alternative to traditional endoscopy
for diagnosing gastrointestinal diseases [1]. Magnetically
actuated wireless camera capsules, typically equipped with
an internal permanent magnet (IPM), not only simplify the
internal design but also have the potential to advance capsule
endoscopy by enabling active interventions, offering en-
hanced diagnostic and therapeutic capabilities in procedures
[2]. However, their navigation and control remain mainly
dependent on the precise manipulation of an external mag-
netic field, highlighting the critical role of external magnetic
systems in ensuring effective operation.

Two main methods exist for generating external mag-
netic fields in such magnetically actuated systems. The first
method involves coil-based systems [3], [4], which have
proven effective at generating magnetic fields and gradients
within a confined workspace [5], [6], but they suffer from
significant drawbacks, including high power consumption,
heat dissipation, and challenges related to their size and
weight. The second method relies on external permanent
magnet (EPM) to generate force and torque on the IPM.
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Fig. 1. Conceptual design of the external permanent magnet-based robotic
capsule endoscopy system. Constrained trajectory optimization accounts for
capsule dynamics, enabling precise control and obstacle avoidance.

These magnets can generate strong magnetic fields without
the need for an active power source and are typically posi-
tioned using a serial robotic arm [7], [8], [9], which provides
an extended workspace compared to stationary coil-based
systems. Despite its advantages, systems with permanent
magnets present challenges in precise control due to the
highly nonlinear relationship between the magnetic field and
the relative position of the EPM to the IPM.

In order to ease this challenge, existing studies with
EPMs primarily focus following predefined simple trajec-
tories, which dictate the velocity and pose of the IPM
throughout the motion path [10], [11]. These approaches
have shown promising results in improving control precision
and system stability. However, in capsule endoscopy, the
operator often needs to perform tasks like monitoring specific
regions and navigating constraints such as avoiding sensitive
tissues, which require complex maneuvers. These maneuvers
cannot be easily achieved using predefined trajectories for
systems with EPMs. Automating such manipulation could
significantly improve overall system performance and, in
turn, diagnostic accuracy, but it remains an open problem.

In this work, we propose a solution to the aforementioned
problem by optimizing the trajectories for both the EPM
and IPM, taking into account inherent and external con-
straints. We formulate a constrained iterative linear quadratic
regulator (iLQR) for the combined state transitions of the
EPM and IPM, incorporating their dynamics and constraints
within an augmented Lagrangian framework. The optimized
state-input trajectories, along with optimal time-varying local
controller gains, are then used for real-time, closed-loop
speed control of the joints of the robotic arm that holds
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the EPM at its end-effector. This formulation allows us to
limit the velocity of the IPM and the applied magnetic force
while simultaneously maximizing the manipulability of the
EPM. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work
to present a constrained trajectory optimization method for
magnetic capsule endoscopy that directly considers the IPM’s
dynamics.

The key contributions of this paper include:
• A novel formulation for constrained trajectory optimiza-

tion in magnetic capsule endoscopy, which incorporates
the combined dynamics of the EPM and IPM for
effective and coordinated control (Fig. 1).

• Introducing the capability to constrain the IPM’s po-
sition and velocity, with added obstacle avoidance,
while optimizing the EPM’s manipulability—thereby
enhancing both safety and maneuverability.

• Developed a simulation environment to test the opti-
mization and control methods, assessing both manipu-
lability and disturbance rejection capabilities to ensure
robustness.

• Performed extensive statistical validation through re-
peated real-world experiments with optimized trajecto-
ries and closed-loop control gains, demonstrating the
approach’s feasibility in constrained scenarios.

II. RELATED WORK

Many research efforts have been made to explore and
develop closed-loop control architectures for capsule en-
doscopy, aiming to meet the requirements of clinical applica-
tions. These successful efforts can be grouped by their level
of autonomy, as defined in the field and described by [12].
The first level is no autonomy, where the operator directly
controls the robotic arm to generate a magnetic field that
guides the endoscope. This approach is not intuitive due to
the highly nonlinear nature of the forces and torques acting
on the endoscope. The second level involves the operator
controlling the endoscope while the system calculates the
necessary movements to achieve the desired motion. This
level of autonomy is more intuitive and has been widely
accepted, establishing that a minimum of level 2 autonomy
is required for the practical use of magnetic endoscopy.
In the third level, the system autonomously generates the
endoscope’s motion based on real-time visual feedback.

To demonstrate the capabilities of systems utilizing level
2 autonomy and to address the nonlinear control challenges
inherent in magnetic endoscopy, significant progress has
been made in the development of EPM-based systems. For
instance, the first 5-DoF control of an endoscopic capsule
was achieved using a combination of open-loop orientation
control and feedback positioning, enhanced by PID and con-
strained least squares optimization to follow predefined paths
[10]. Similarly, a single EPM and IPM system with closed-
loop torque control has been used to levitate and steer the
capsule, employing a backstepping-based controller proposed
in [8] to follow a piecewise-constant trajectory for the IPM.
Notably, this approach does not account for the system’s
dynamic equilibrium, allowing velocity and acceleration to

be neglected. In [13], a set of motion primitives for the
EPM was derived to optimize the navigation force applied
to the magnetic capsule. This optimization was achieved by
minimizing the contact force and explicitly considering the
interaction between the capsule and its environment during
trajectory generation.

The majority of works falls under level 2 autonomy,
focusing on following a predefined trajectory [7], [14]. In
this context, the trajectory that the IPM follows is already
set in advance, dictating the velocity and pose of the IPM
throughout the motion path. However, we hypothesize that
enhancing the capsule’s control capabilities through trajec-
tory optimization can potentially improve medical imaging
quality significantly and, consequently, improve diagnostic
accuracy. Improved control allows for smoother, more pre-
cise navigation, which is crucial for capturing high-quality
images of the gastrointestinal tract. Furthermore, the prac-
ticality of the operation would be positively affected if the
operator provides only intuitive inputs to the system, such
as the desired end position, obstacles to avoid, regions of
interest for the camera to focus on, or the desired speed
of motion. By reducing the complexity of inputs required
from the operator, the system becomes more user-friendly
and efficient, potentially bridging the gap towards level 3
autonomy.

A recent attempt at trajectory optimization is presented in
[15], which proposes a two-stage hybrid trajectory planning
method for a dual EPM platform. The first stage involves
determining a collision-free path for multiple robotically
actuated permanent magnets, ensuring obstacle-free motion
while accounting for magnetic interactions between the two
EPMs for safety. The second stage focuses on planning in
magnetic space to achieve smooth transitions in magnetic
actuation. This method operates in the operational space,
requiring an additional inverse kinematics step to generate
joint space trajectories. Moreover, this approach primarily
aims at generating obstacle-free EPM trajectories to steer a
soft robot along a predefined path in magnetic space without
considering the dynamics. Another recent work proposes a
motion control method for a dual EPM system that optimizes
the EPM pose to generate tilting and rotational motions
without causing undesired translational motion of the IPM
[16]. However, the proposed method does not address the
dynamic motion of the EPM or trajectory planning for the
IPM.

In contrast, our method directly incorporates the dynamics
of the IPM and operates in the joint space, eliminating
the need for additional inverse kinematics computations. By
doing so, we address the limitations of previous methods by
providing a unified framework that optimizes the trajectory
of both the EPM and the IPM, ensuring safe, efficient,
and precise navigation of the capsule endoscope. We have
assessed our approach’s accuracy, efficiency, and robustness
through both simulation analyses under various external
disturbances and experimental evaluations, thereby ensuring
the method’s comprehensive reliability.
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Fig. 2. Block diagram of the planning and control phases for robotic magnetic manipulation. The planning phase (left) utilizes iLQR to generate optimal
state trajectories x∗, input trajectories u∗, and time-varying optimal controller gains K(k), based on user-defined constraints and initial/goal positions. In
the control phase (right), joint angles q are measured from the robotic arm encoders, and the 3D position of the IPM is obtained through object detection
and triangulation using two orthogonal cameras. The Extended Kalman Filter then estimates the IPM’s position p̂I and velocity v̂I , which are used to
update the control input u and follow the optimal trajectories. The system includes the EPM for external magnetic manipulation and the IPM within the
targeted environment, with the IPM dimensions shown in the figure and given in millimeters.

III. PROPOSED METHOD

A. Problem statement

We consider a scenario where a single EPM attached to
a robotic arm is used to navigate an IPM inside the human
body for a video endoscopy procedure. We assume that the
EPM is positioned with a robotic arm with at least 5 DoF
and the magnetization of the IPM is constant and quickly
aligns with the magnetic field generated by the EPM. The
IPM is manipulated inside a fluid-filled environment and the
3D position of the capsule is observable.

We formulate trajectory optimization as a constrained
optimal control problem where the objective is to minimize
a cost function while satisfying the system dynamics and
constraints. For a given initial state x0, goal state xg and a
time horizon N , the discrete-time constrained optimal control
problem can be formulated as follows

minimize
u0:N−1

ℓN (xN ) +

N−1∑
k=0

ℓk(xk,uk,∆t)

subject to xk+1 = f(xk,uk,∆t),

g(xk,uk) ≤ 0, h(xk,uk) = 0,

umin ≤ uk ≤ umax,

given x0

(1)

where ℓN and ℓk are the terminal and running costs, g(.) and
h(.) are the inequality and equality constraints, respectively.
The combined state transition function is represented as f(·),
which includes discretized system dynamics and the forward
kinematics of the robotic arm. This function defines the
interaction between the EPM and IPM, where x ∈ R13

denotes the state, and u ∈ R7 denotes the controls. It is
assumed that all state variables are observable for the system.

B. System Modelling

We defined the states and controls as:

x = [pI ,vI ,q] , u = [ω1, . . . , ω7], (2)

where pI ,vI ∈ R3 represent the IPM’s position and velocity,
respectively, and q ∈ R7 represents the joint angles of the
robotic arm that actuates the EPM, while the control vector
represents the joint velocities (ω1, ..., ω7) of the robotic arm.

Selecting joint angles within the states provides multiple
advantages, including the ability to impose constraints in
joint space, apply restrictions on the EPM and IPM, and
define obstacles within the operational space. Since the op-
timization accounts for the robot’s kinematics, the resulting
trajectory is guaranteed to be feasible for the robotic actuator
and eliminates the need for an additional inverse kinematics
solver. The EPM’s position and orientation are determined
using standard forward kinematics calculations for a robotic
arm [17] as: [

RE pE

0 1

]
= fwd(DH,q) (3)

where the fwd function accounts for the Denavit-Hartenberg
(DH) parameters and joint angles (q). Here, pE denotes the
position of the EPM, while RE represents its orientation
relative to the base frame. The dynamics of the robot arm
are not considered explicitly because it is assumed that a
low-level arm controller is able to control the arm within
specified velocity and acceleration limits that are specified
as constraints in the optimization problem (1).

The magnetic interaction between the EPM and the IPM
can be defined using the point dipole field approximation
[18], where the dipole moment of both the EPM and the
IPM is parallel to their principal axes and is denoted by mE

and mI ∈ R3 , respectively.
The magnetic field generated by the EPM at the position

of the IPM, where the positions are defined at the magnet



centers, with the distance between them given by p=pI−pE ,
is expressed as follows:

b(p,mE) =
µ0

4π∥p∥3
(
3p̂p̂T − I3

)
mE (4)

where µ0 is a constant for the free space permeability, p̂ =
p/∥p∥ is the unit vector in the direction of p and I3 ∈ R3×3

is the identity matrix.
Under the applied magnetic field, the magnetic dipole

experiences a force and a torque to minimize the magnetic
potential energy. The force and torque acting on the IPM can
be calculated as

fm = (mI · ∇)b

τm = mI × b
(5)

where ∇ is the gradient operator. Therefore the gradient of
the magnetic field can be calculated as

∇b(p,mE) =
3µ0

4π∥p∥4(
mEp̂

T + p̂TmT
E +

(
p̂TmE

) (
I3 − 5mEm

T
E

))
. (6)

The IPM magnetization is assumed to be constant and will
quickly align with the magnetic field generated by the EPM.
This assumption holds under the condition that the IPM
moves with small accelerations and is not in contact with
other objects. It implies that there is no need for orientation
feedback to control the orientation, and it can further simplify
the force calculations where b̂ ≈ m̂I to

fm ≈ ∥mI∥(b̂ · ∇)b. (7)

This can be further expanded and rearranged as

fm(p,mE ,mI) ≈
3µ0∥mE∥∥mI∥

4π∥p∥4 (∥3p̂p̂T − I3) m̂E∥(
m̂Em̂

T
E −

(
1 + 4(m̂T

Ep̂)
2
)
I3
)
p̂ (8)

Finally, the acceleration of the IPM is calculated as:

δvI

δt
=

1

mIPM
(fm + fw − fd) (9)

where mIPM is the mass of the IPM, fm is the magnetic
force as obtained in (8), fw denotes the effective weight force
incorporating both buoyancy and gravity, and fd is the drag
force calculated as fd = Cdv

2
I with a drag coefficient Cd.

C. Trajectory Planning and Control

The proposed trajectory planning and control method
for magnetic capsule endoscopy is presented in Fig. 2.
During the offline planning phase, optimal trajectories for
both the EPM and IPM are calculated, along with time-
varying feedback gains for a state feedback controller, while
incorporating user-defined constraints.

The inequality constraints, g(xk,uk), are formulated as:

Joint angle limits: qmin ≤ qk ≤ qmax

Joint velocity limits: umin ≤ uk ≤ umax

IPM velocity limits: vI,min ≤ vIk ≤ vI,max

EPM position limit: pE,min ≤ pEk

Obstacle Avoidance: dobs = ∥pIk − pobs∥
d(pIk) = dobs − robs − ϵ

d(pIk) ≥ 0

(10)

for all k=0, ..., N . Here, qmin and qmax denote the minimum
and maximum joint angles, defining the allowable range of
motion for each joint. umin and umax set the limits for
joint velocities, while vI,min and vI,max constrain the IPM’s
velocity. pE,min represents the lower bound for the EPM’s
position, ensuring it stays within a safe operational range.
dobs is the Euclidean distance between the IPM’s position pI

and the obstacle’s position pobs, while d(pI) is the adjusted
distance, accounting for the obstacle radius robs and a safety
margin ϵ. The condition d(pI) ≥ 0 ensures a safe distance
is maintained from the obstacle.

The equality constraint, h(xk,uk), is formulated as:

IPM Orientation: b(p,mE) = r (11)

where r ∈ R3 is the target orientation vector. This vector
specifies the desired alignment of the IPM, with its x-axis
oriented along the direction of its magnetization m̂I .

We proposed an iterative LQR algorithm to solve the
trajectory optimization problem defined in (1), as it is
computationally efficient for such problems involving high-
dimensional state spaces and long horizons. Additionally, it
inherently provides locally optimal time-varying controller
gains that can be utilized in closed-loop, real-time control.
To incorporate the constraints formulated in (10) and (11),
we employed the augmented Lagrangian method [19]. The
augmented Lagrangian function is defined as follows:

LA = LN (xN ) +

N−1∑
k=0

Lk(xk,uk)

LN (xN ) = ℓN (xN ) + (λ+
1

2
g(xN )Iµ)Tg(xN )

Lk(xk,uk) = ℓk(xk,uk) + (λ+
1

2
g(xk,uk)Iµ)

Tg(xk,uk)

(12)
where λ are the Lagrangian multipliers, Iµ is a diagonal ma-
trix composed by penalty parameter µ, g(·) is the vector of
all inequality and equality constraints. Given the augmented
Lagrangian cost functions for a fixed values of λ and µ, the
cost-to-go (V ) and action-value (Q) functions are

Vk(xk) = min
uk

{Lk(xk,uk) + Vk+1(f(xk,uk))}

= min
uk

Q(xk,uk).
(13)

where the action-value function Q is approximated up to
second order as:



Q(x+ δx,u+ δu) ≈ Q(x,u) +Q⊤
x δx+Q⊤

u δu

+
1

2
(δx⊤Qxxδx+ δu⊤Quuδu)

+ δx⊤Qxuδu.
(14)

The derivatives of Q function are calculated as

Qx = Lx + f⊤
x V ′

x, Qxx = Lxx + f⊤
x V ′

xxfx,

Qu = Lu + f⊤
u V ′

x, Quu = Luu + f⊤
u V ′

xxfu,

Qux = Lux + f⊤
u V ′

xxfx

(15)

where V ′
xx and V ′

x are the Hessian and gradient of the cost-
to-go at time step k + 1, respectively.

Minimizing (14) with respect to δu results in an affine
controller

δ∗u = −Q−1
uu(Quxδx+Qu) ≜ Kδx+ d. (16)

Subsequently, the optimal controller gains are employed
in the calculations of the derivatives of V function as

Vx = Qx +KQu +K⊤Quud+Q⊤
uxd,

Vxx = Qxx +K⊤QuuK+K⊤Qux +Q⊤
uxK.

(17)

In iLQR algorithm, the objective function is optimized
iteratively by following backward and forward passes [20]. In
the backward pass, all local optimal controller gains (K,d)
are sequentially calculated in reverse, starting from the final
state, where VN (xN ) = LN (xN ) and progressing back to
the initial state. In the forward pass, those controller gains
are employed to update the control sequence starting from
the initial state. After convergence is achieved, λ and µ
parameters are updated as described in [21].

After planning is completed, optimal state and input tra-
jectories as well as control gains are employed in closed-loop
control (Fig. 2). In the control phase, the 3D position of the
IPM is determined using an object detection algorithm with
two orthogonal cameras and the triangulation method [22].
Extended Kalman Filter (EKF) [23] algorithm is utilized to
estimate the position and velocity of the IPM, (p̂I , v̂I ). The
joint angles of the robotic arm (q) are directly measured from
the encoders, and these signals are concatenated to form the
measurement for the state vector (x̂) defined in (2). Lastly,
the state feedback control is applied as:

ūk = u∗
k +Kk(x̂k − x∗

k) (18)

where u∗
k ∈ R7 and Kk ∈ R7×13 represent the optimal

control input and the time-varying feedback gain matrix at
each time step k, respectively. The variables x∗

k and x̂k ∈
R13 are the optimal states obtained through iLQR and the
state measurements, respectively.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

To evaluate the performance of the proposed method for
capsule endoscopy, our experiments investigate: 1) the adher-
ence of the optimal trajectory to constraints, 2) the robustness
and performance of trajectory following in both simulations
and real-world scenarios, and 3) the ability to navigate the

IPM within potential obstacles in the environment, such
as polyps or tumors, to minimize interaction and enhance
screening effectiveness.

A. Experimental Setup

The proposed method was validated using the capsule
IPM and a single moving EPM system (Figure 2). A 7-DoF
Franka Emika Panda serial robotic arm was used to posi-
tion the EPM, which consisted of a cylindrical neodymium
magnet with dimensions of 45 mm in diameter and 30 mm
in height, a dipole moment of 51.25 A·m², and a grade of
N45. The IPM was a 3D-printed, air-filled capsule housing
a cubic neodymium magnet with dimensions of 5 mm × 5
mm × 5 mm, a dipole moment of 0.142 A·m², and a grade
of N50.

The IPM capsule is navigated inside a water-filled tank
with a volume of 15×15×15 cm3. Two orthogonal cameras
(Intel RealSense D435) are employed to track the IPM’s
position in 3D, with a sampling rate of 50 Hz. The capsule
detection is achieved through the YOLO algorithm [24],
executed on a NVIDIA Titan Xp GPU.

The system parameters were identified through experimen-
tal estimation, consisting of a drag coefficient (Cd) of 0.77,
an effective weight force (fw) of 0.69 mN, and an IPM mass
of 8.1 g.

The simulation environment is developed to evaluate opti-
mal constrained trajectory performance, mimicking the real
system using estimated parameters and the proposed control
method. It includes models of the robotic arm and 3D rep-
resentations of the EPM and IPM, with physical properties,
while computing the necessary Hessian and gradients via
automatic differentiation using the jax library [25].

V. RESULTS

We evaluated the performance of the optimal trajectory
planning method in the presence of nonlinear constraints,
including IPM and EPM configurations, obstacle avoidance,
joint position and velocity, and the manipulability of the
actuator robotic arm. Moreover, we evaluate the disturbance
rejection capabilities and repeatability of the method in real
world setting 1.

A. Simulation Results

We present a case where the objective is to determine
the optimal trajectory for the IPM, ensuring it avoids colli-
sions with a spherical obstacle (e.g., stomach polyps) while
maintaining the desired orientation throughout the path,
thereby enhancing visual examination. Additionally, we aim
to maximize the manipulability of the EPM during the entire
trajectory to improve dexterity.

The optimal trajectories of both the IPM and EPM are
plotted, along with the initial, final, and two intermediate
poses of the IPM throughout the optimal trajectory, in
Fig. 3 (a). The IPM successfully reaches the final position
without colliding to the obstacle while keeping its orientation

1The videos of the experiments can be found on the project website:
https://sites.google.com/view/robomagce

https://sites.google.com/view/robomagce
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Fig. 3. (a) Simulation case visualization. (b) Time series data of the optimal IPM trajectory. (c) IPM velocities along the trajectory. (d) Time series data
of the optimal EPM trajectory. (e) Joint angles of the robotic arm. (f) Time series data of the IPM orientation. (g) Condition number (κ) analysis of the
robotic arm’s manipulability.

constant. The positional trajectories of the IPM and EPM
over time are presented in Fig. 3(b) and (d), showing their
paths as IPM progress toward the goal position. As observed
from Fig. 3 (d), achieving a relatively smooth and simple
IPM trajectory requires a non-trivial dynamic motion for
EPM, highlighting the significance of combined trajectory
planning.

The adherence of the optimal trajectory to the constraints
is evident in Fig. 3(c), (d), and (e). In Fig. 3(c), the IPM
velocity is constrained to 20 cm/s. The maximum velocity is
observed along the X-axis, where it is capped by the given
constraint. The EPM’s position is also constrained in the Z
direction, Fig. 3(d), to prevent it from colliding with the
tank inside which the IPM is operating. This constraint is
crucial for ensuring patient safety and avoiding unintended
interactions with the robotic arm. To ensure that the optimal
trajectory is feasible for execution within the robotic arm’s
physical limits, the joint angles are also constrained within
the permissible range, as shown in Fig. 3(e). The position
of Joint 7 remains constant throughout the motion, which is
the expected outcome due to the placement of the EPM on
the robotic arm. In this configuration, the magnetization is
parallel to the joint axis, meaning that rotation around the
magnetization axis does not generate any force or torque on
the IPM.

The IPM orientation is held constant, as depicted in Fig. 3
(f), during the entire manipulation, with the initial orientation
selected arbitrarily. On the other hand, the robot’s initial
configuration is calculated to generate zero net force on the
IPM while producing the desired magnetic field direction,
which is aligned with the desired orientation at the given
IPM position.

Furthermore, the manipulability of the robotic arm is
maximized by penalizing the high condition number (κ) [26]
in the cost functions. Typically, κ ranges from 1 to ∞, with a
value close to 1 indicating a well-conditioned Jacobian at that
point. In Fig. 3(g), even though the κ increases momentarily
between 2 and 4 seconds as the IPM maneuvers around the
obstacle, owing to the higher priority of obstacle avoidance,

Fig. 4. Comparison of open-loop and closed-loop IPM position tracking
under Gaussian noise. In the open-loop (left), significant deviations from
the desired trajectories (solid colored lines) are observed, with gray lines
indicating variability across trials. In the closed-loop (right), the controller
reduces deviations, closely following the desired trajectories. Dashed lines
represent goal positions, solid colored lines are optimal/desired trajectories,
and gray lines show variations across multiple trials.

it remains lower than the initial position and quickly reduces
after passing the obstacle.

To test the disturbance rejection capability of the proposed
method, we perturbed the position measurements of the IPM
with zero-mean Gaussian noise with a variance of 10−2.
Simulations were repeated 100 times. In open-loop execution
of optimal inputs (u∗), IPM positions deviated from the
optimal trajectory after 4 seconds. On the other hand, closed-
loop application of state feedback control described in (18)
successfully rejected the disturbances and kept the trajectory
along the optimal one (Fig. 4).

B. Real World Results

We further demonstrated the performance of our method in
repetitive real-world settings, considering a similar scenario
performed in simulation where the initial and final positions
of the IPM are given. The goal is to find the optimal trajec-
tory that avoids a spherical virtual obstacle while adhering to
the defined IPM and EPM position and velocity constraints.

In Fig. 6, the real-world experimental IPM trajectories are
presented for 13 repetitions, with a virtual obstacle placed
between the initial and goal positions. Before executing each
experiment, the IPM is moved to a stable floating point to
achieve the same initial position specified in Table I, with
zero initial velocity. The initial position errors in both the
X and Y axes stem from the stabilization process of the
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Fig. 5. Experimental results showing the time evolution of IPM position, IPM velocity, and EPM position along the X, Y, and Z axes under closed-loop
control. The left column (a) shows the IPM position, with mean position (solid line) and standard deviation (shaded area) around the mean, alongside goal
positions (red crosses). The middle column (b) displays IPM velocity, with mean velocity and standard deviation, and includes velocity constraints (dashed
red line) in the Y-axis plot. The right column (c) represents EPM position with mean position (solid line) and standard deviation (shaded area) around the
mean, as well as position constraints in the Z-axis plot (dashed red line). This figure demonstrates the tracking accuracy and stability of both IPM and
EPM under the control framework.

IPM in the floating position. A PID controller is used for
stabilization in the Z-axis, while an open-loop controller is
employed for the X and Y axes. As a result, the Z-axis shows
almost perfect alignment with the planned trajectory under
initial conditions for all repetitions, as can be observed in
the deviation band of the IPM position trajectory. Once the
IPM reaches and stabilizes at the given initial Z position, the
PID controller is deactivated, and the system switches to the
proposed iLQR-based controller.

IPM positions over time are presented in Fig. 5 (a),
showing the mean position with standard deviations to eval-
uate repeatability. For the X-axis, while the initial and goal
positions are the same, small variations arise due to initial
condition errors and model inaccuracies. However, the mean
values approach the goal position by the final time, where
the deviations become minimal relative to the rest of the
trajectory.

For the Y-axis, the IPM position deviation is small around
the mean value for the repetitions, and the final mean
positions and their standard deviations are given in Table I.
Conversely, for the Z-axis, an increase in the deviation band
is observed between 2 and 5 seconds, where the IPM avoids
obstacles. However, these discrepancies are quickly compen-
sated for, allowing the trajectory to reach the goal position by
the final time. The observed differences, particularly in the Z-

TABLE I
EXPERIMENTAL IPM POSITION AND VELOCITY STATISTICS

Parameter X Y Z
Initial Position [cm] 49.0 -6.0 3.0
Goal Position [cm] 49.0 2.0 3.0
Mean Position at Final [cm] 48.870 2.182 2.964
Std. Dev. Position at Final [cm] 0.147 0.207 0.217
Mean Velocity at Final [cm/s] 0.281 0.068 -0.455
Std. Dev. Velocity at Final [cm/s] 0.171 0.214 0.502

Goal

xz
y

Start

Fig. 6. Real-world experimental results showing repetitive IPM trajectories
in 3D space under the given constraints, including obstacle avoidance
(yellow sphere). Each colored line represents an individual trial of the
IPM navigating around the obstacle, demonstrating the system’s ability to
consistently follow the desired path while respecting imposed constraints.

axis, are largely due to modeling inaccuracies. The magnetic
force model exhibits an inverse fourth-order relationship with
the distance between the EPM and IPM, meaning even small
measurement errors can lead to significant variations in the
magnetic force.

Fig. 5 (b) presents the IPM velocities over time in the X,
Y, and Z axes. On the Y-axis, the imposed velocity constraint
is clearly evident. The mean velocity remains within the 2
cm/s limit throughout the entire duration, and the standard
deviations are relatively small, indicating that the system
consistently adheres to the velocity restriction. For the X and
Z axes, the mean velocities exhibit fluctuations around zero,
with variations primarily occurring in the early and middle
parts of the trajectory. The optimization problem also aims
to minimize terminal velocity to achieve stability at the goal
position. As indicated by the mean velocities at the final
time, the velocities for each axis approach zero.

EPM position trajectories, with their corresponding statis-
tics, are also presented in Fig. 5 (c). Unlike the IPM



positions, the EPM positions tend to diverge from the mean
as time progresses toward the final time. This behavior can be
explained by the fact that the affine controller gains tend to
increase as the final time approaches. These increasing gains
result in more reactive control in the EPM, compensating
for errors in the IPM position and velocity trajectories. As
a result, the IPM position errors are effectively compensated
by the final time, allowing the system to successfully reach
the goal positions.

VI. CONCLUSIONS
This work introduces a novel method for trajectory opti-

mization and control in robotic magnetic manipulation, uti-
lizing a single permanent magnet attached to a robotic arm.
The proposed approach leverages a constrained iLQR method
to optimize trajectories for both the EPM and IPM while
accounting for their respective dynamics and constraints. By
employing an augmented Lagrangian framework, the method
integrates position and velocity limits for the IPM, magnetic
force constraints, and feasible, singularity-free paths for
the EPM. The resulting optimized state-input trajectories
and time-varying controller gains enable real-time, closed-
loop velocity control of the robotic arm, improving the
manipulability of the EPM and enhancing control precision.

The experimental results motivated by capsule endoscopy
requirements, validate the effectiveness of the method,
demonstrating accurate and repeatable positioning of the IPM
with minimal deviations. The developed simulation environ-
ment, which incorporates detailed models of the robotic arm
and magnetic components, closely replicates the real system
and serves as a reliable platform for evaluating the proposed
control strategy.

From an application perspective, an exciting future direc-
tion would be to base the navigation on the real-time visual
feedback from an internal camera attached to the IPM. This
would require incorporating visual localization and control
in an unknown environment, while considering the operator’s
task-specific knowledge and requirements.
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