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Abstract— The effectiveness of data-driven techniques heavily
depends on the input signal used to generate the estimation
data. However, a significant research gap exists in the field of
input design for nonlinear dynamic system identification. In
particular, existing methods largely overlook the minimization
of the generalization error, i.e., model inaccuracies in regions
not covered by the estimation dataset.
This work addresses this gap by proposing an input design
method that embeds a novel optimality criterion within a
receding horizon control (RHC)-based optimization framework.
The distance-based optimality criterion induces a space-filling
design within a user-defined region of interest in a surrogate
model’s input space, requiring only minimal prior knowledge.
Additionally, the method is applicable both online, where
model parameters are continuously updated based on process
observations, and offline, where a fixed model is employed.
The space-filling performance of the proposed strategy is
evaluated on an artificial example and compared to state-of-
the-art methods, demonstrating superior efficiency in exploring
process operating spaces.

I. INTRODUCTION

Contemporary applications of nonlinear system identification
leverage advanced machine learning techniques to a great
extent. The performance of these data-driven approaches is
strongly dependent on the quality of the input signals used
to generate estimation datasets [1], [2], [3]. Consequently,
alongside choosing appropriate model architectures and pa-
rameter estimation methods, careful design of input signals
is essential.
The primary objective of input design methodologies is to
acquire precise and comprehensive information about the
process behavior intended to be modeled. This is particularly
challenging when capturing nonlinearities, which require
data spanning the entire operational range [4], in combination
with dynamic processes, whose operating points cannot be
manipulated instantaneously and thus require both static
and transient behaviors to be represented in the dataset
[5]. These difficulties are further exacerbated by real-world
constraints such as limited time, process constraints, and high
measurement costs [6].

A. Localization in Related Work

The design of input signals, also referred to as excitation
signals in system identification, can generally be categorized
into model-based and model-free approaches.
Model-based methods can be further subdivided into two
primary categories: (i) Approaches that aim to minimize
the variance of the parameter estimate by leveraging the
Fisher information matrix (FIM) [7], [8], [9]. However, these
methods are fundamentally limited by the assumption of an

unbiased estimator, as required by the Cramér-Rao bound
[10]. In practice, this assumption is often violated due to
limited prior knowledge about the process. (ii) Approaches,
typically following an active learning strategy, which aim
to minimize the (epistemic) uncertainty of the underlying
model [11], [12], [13]. Model-based input signal design can,
in principle, generate highly informative datasets by directly
optimizing process-focused optimality criteria. However, the
success of these approaches heavily relies on the model‘s
capability to accurately capture the process. Ensuring this
capability in turn depends on prior knowledge – information
that is often unavailable.
Model-free approaches represent a more traditional paradigm
in input signal design. These methods require minimal prior
knowledge, making them straightforward to implement and
well-suited for identifying unknown processes. However,
unlike model-based techniques, which can efficiently gen-
erate informative datasets when a suitable process model
is available, model-free approaches lack a process-focused
optimization and pursue heuristic strategies. Hence, they
often require substantially larger datasets and, as a result,
greater measurement costs to achieve the same level of
information richness. State-of-the-art model-free excitation
signal design methods include amplitude-modulated pseudo
random binary signals (APRBS) [14] and multisine [15].
The proposed method bridges the gap between model-free
and model-based approaches by generating an excitation
that optimizes the distribution of data points in a surrogate
model’s input space. While a process model is still required
for optimizing this distribution, the method can be con-
sidered ”less model-based” than conventional model-based
approaches. This distinction arises because the optimality
criterion focuses on data distribution rather than intrinsic
model properties, such as variance of the parameter estimate
or uncertainty. As a result, systematic mismatches between
the model architecture and the true process behavior do not
introduce comparatively significant data bias, i.e., systematic
distortions in the data distribution, such as undesired accu-
mulations or gaps. Even a coarse surrogate of the process can
yield effective results when optimizing the data distribution,
as demonstrated in [16]. Existing methods share a similar
philosophy by employing data-distribution-centered optimal-
ity criteria. However, the proposed approach is unique in its
flexibility: it can be executed offline, e.g., using only a coarse
model that requires an approximate process time constant,
as in [5], [16], [17], or online in an adaptive modeling or
active learning framework, where the employed model is
continuously updated based on process observations, akin
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Fig. 1: Localization of excitation signal design methods w.r.t.
model-based and model-free approaches.

to [18]. Consequently, the method spans the spectrum from
model-free to model-based, allowing users to leverage the
respective advantages based on their specific requirements.
Other approaches that employ distribution-focused optimality
criteria but rely a priori on a more precise process model –
and thus require extensive prior knowledge – can be found
in [19], [20]. A localization of model-based and model-
free excitation signal design methods for nonlinear system
identification is illustrated in Fig. 1.

B. Space-Filling Design in Model Input Space

The proposed method further distinguishes from existing
approaches by introducing a novel optimality criterion em-
bedded within a receding horizon control (RHC)-based op-
timization framework. In essence, the approach aims to
generate a space-filling design within the relevant operating
region of a surrogate model’s input space. This input space
may correspond, for instance, to the joint input-state space,
as in [18], [19], [20], or to the model regressor space, as
considered in [5], [16], [17]. The fundamental premise is
that the information an excitation signal provides about a
process is inherently tied to the distribution it induces within
the selected model space. Thus, if all relevant regions of a
model’s input space are sufficiently represented in the estima-
tion dataset, the resulting model can capture accurately the
desired process behavior. This consideration is particularly
relevant for Markovian processes, where future states can be
fully predicted given the knowledge of the current state [21].
Consequently, the task of acquiring valuable information
about the process behavior can be reframed as the challenge
of sufficiently exciting the regions of interest within the
model input space.
The generalization error, i.e., model errors in regions of the
operating space not covered by the estimation data, is one of
the main sources of inaccuracies in nonlinear system identi-
fication [1], [2]. A space-filling design within the operating
region of interest ensures comprehensive data collection of
the process behavior intended to be modeled, minimizing
knowledge gaps. Moreover, evenly distributed data mitigates
data bias toward specific local operating regions, reducing
the risk of overfitting. Consequently, space-filling excitation
promotes the development of models that generalize well,
contributing to robust and reliable predictions.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

The primary objective of nonlinear system modeling is to
minimize the discrepancy

e = y − ŷ (1)

between the actual process output y and the predicted model
output ŷ. Given a dynamic process, its dynamics can be
represented by the discrete-time transfer function

ŷ(k) = f
(
x(k)

)
∀ k ∈ N , (2)

where x ∈ Rp represents the p-dimensional model input and
k denotes the timestep. The process dynamics depend on
the constant sampling time Ts ∈ R+, i.e., the time interval
between two discrete timesteps. A common dynamics repre-
sentation employed in nonlinear system identification is the
Nonlinear AutoRegressive with eXogenous input (NARX)
structure [1]. The structure makes use of nu past inputs and
ny past outputs, leading to a model input or regression vector
representation given by

xT (k) =[u1(k − 1), . . . , u1(k −m), . . . ,

unu
(k − 1), . . . , unu

(k −m),

y1(k − 1), . . . , y1(k −m), . . . ,

yny
(k − 1), . . . , yny

(k −m)]

∀k ∈ N0 ,

(3)

where m denotes the dynamic order.
In a data-driven modeling framework, (2) is inferred from
estimation data, making its accuracy contingent on the qual-
ity of the available dataset. The general objective of input
design is to generate a dataset

UT = [u(1), . . . , u(N)] , N ∈ N , (4)

of size N , where uT (k) = [u1(k), . . . , unu
(k)] ∀k ∈

{1, 2, . . . , N}, which should capture as much information as
possible about the process behavior intended to be modeled.
This ensures that the function in (2) can be estimated
accurately, thereby minimizing the error in (1). In this contri-
bution, the objective is pursued by optimizing the surrogate
model’s input space distribution according to a space-filling
optimality criterion. For an NARX structure, this distribution
corresponds to the regressor space distribution, which can be
expressed for an excitation dataset as

XT = [x(1), x(2), . . . , x(N)] , N ∈ N . (5)

The initial state of the process x(0), as well as the safe
operating region for the controllable inputs U and the re-
gressor space X are assumed to be known. Therefore, when
generating a space-filling regressor space distribution, the
following constraints must be satisfied:

u(k) ∈ U ∀ k = {1, 2, . . . , N} ,
x(k) ∈ X ∀ k = {0, 1, . . . , N} . (6)



III. RHC-BASED SPACE-FILLING DESIGN

In this section, the proposed input signal design methodology
is introduced and its key contributions are highlighted. First,
we develop a receding horizon control (RHC)-based iterative
optimization procedure, following a similar approach to [22],
[23]. Second, we formulate a novel optimality criterion that
is embedded in the RHC-strategy and optimizes a surrogate
model’s input space distribution to achieve a space-filling
design within the operating region of interest, thus ensuring
comprehensive and balanced information acquisition about
the process behavior intended to be modeled.

A. Novel Optimality Criterion

The proposed optimality criterion guides the information
acquisition by directing the excitation toward the operating
region of interest C ⊆ X , thereby exciting the process behav-
ior to be modeled. This is achieved by uniformly distributing
a supporting dataset Ψ within the corresponding relevant
regions in the surrogate model’s input space. Consequently,
it follows that

ψ(j) ∈ C ∀j = 1, 2, . . . , NΨ

NΨ ∈ N ,
(7)

where NΨ denotes the number of supporting points. The
novel optimality criterion is defined as the sum of the nearest
neighbor distances dNN between each point in the supporting
dataset and the data points of the excitation signal in the
model input space:

J(X̂,Ψ) =

NΨ∑
j=1

dNN

(
ψ(j), X̂

)
with dNN

(
ψ(j), X̂

)
= min

1≤i≤N
||x̂(i)− ψ(j)||2 .

(8)

Since an NARX structure is chosen in this contribution, the
input space distribution of the surrogate model corresponds
to the regressor space distribution X̂ , which is approximated
by the surrogate model. This approximation is necessary
since access to future outputs – required for executing the
RHC-based optimization procedure, see Sec. III-B – as well
as past outputs when running the proposed algorithm offline,
is essential but unavailable. Therefore, the yet unknown true
process outputs y are substituted with the surrogate model’s
predictions ŷ. For a first-order dynamic system (m = 1) with
a single input (nu = 1) and a single output (ny = 1), the
surrogate model constructs the regression vector as follows:

xT (k) = [u(k − 1), ŷ(k − 1)] ∀k ∈ N0 . (9)

Accordingly, the surrogate regressor space distribution used
for computing the optimality criterion in (8) is given by

X̂
T
= [x̂(1), x̂(2), . . . , x̂(N)] , N ∈ N . (10)

A key advantage of the proposed optimality criterion is its
piecewise C1 differentiability, as well as its C0 differentia-
bility, which facilitates efficient optimization using gradient-
based techniques.

B. RHC-Based Optimization Procedure

The core principle of the RHC-based procedure lies in its
iterative optimization. In each iteration, the optimal sequence
Ûopt over a finite prediction horizon L is determined as
follows:

Ûopt = argmin
Û

J
(
X̂,Ψ

)
with X̂ =Mθ(Û , U, x̂(0), Ts)

s. t. û(j) ∈ U ∀ j = {k, . . . , k + L− 1}
u(j) ∈ U ∀ j = {1, . . . , k − 1}
x̂(j) ∈ X ∀ j = {0, . . . , k + L− 1}
ψ(j) ∈ C ∀ j = {1, 2, . . . , NΨ} .

(11)

Here, Mθ represents the surrogate model, U denotes the
previously optimized input data points, and Û refers to the
input data points yet to be optimized. To provide further clar-
ification, the regressor space constructed using the surrogate
model for the case m = 1, nu = 1, ny = 1 is defined by

X̂ =



u(1) ŷ(1)
...

...
u(k − 1) ŷ(k − 1)
û(k) ŷ(k)

...
...

û(k + L− 1) ŷ(k + L− 1)


, (12)

where ŷ(j) ∀j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k+L− 1} is predicted with the
surrogate model Mθ.
By default, a gradient-based optimizer is used to solve (11).
However, more advanced optimization techniques can also be
employed. To mitigate the risk of poor local optima, a multi-
start approach is applied, initializing the optimization with
both the solution from the previous iteration and randomly
generated alternatives.
Once Ûopt is determined, a forward time shift is performed,
updating k → k + 1. This optimization procedure is itera-
tively repeated until the entire signal is generated. Constrain-
ing the controllable inputs and the surrogate regressor space,
as outlined in Eq. (6), is particularly beneficial for real-world
applications, as it prevents operation in undesirable regions.
The algorithm can be executed either online within an
adaptive modeling framework, where the surrogate model is
continuously updated based on current process observations,
or offline with a fixed surrogate model. Possible scenarios for
offline execution include the use of a coarse model that relies
solely on an approximate process time constant, as in [5],
[16], [17], thus requiring only minimal process knowledge.
Alternatively, if available, a white-box or gray-box model of
the process can be employed as a fixed surrogate, similar to
[19], [20].
In this contribution, the optimization focuses on the surrogate
regressor space distribution of the generated excitation sig-
nal. However, optimizing the joint input-state space obtained
by a surrogate, as explored in [18], [19], [20], is also a
viable approach. Pseudocode for the proposed procedure is
presented in Algorithm 1.



Algorithm 1 The RHC-based optimization procedure
Parameters: Number of data points N , prediction horizon
L, number of supporting points NΨ.
Initialization: Safe operating region of the controllable
inputs U , safe operating region of the regressor space
X , supporting points Ψ, surrogate model Mθ, initial
model regressor x̂(0), dimension p of the regressor space
distribution.

for k = 1, 2, . . . , N do ▷ Timesteps.

Ûopt = argmin
Û

J
(
X̂,Ψ

)
▷ Get optimal

sequence.

with X̂ =Mθ(Û , U, x̂(0), Ts)

s. t. û(j) ∈ U ∀ j = {k, k + 1, . . . , k + L− 1}
u(j) ∈ U ∀ j = {1, 2, . . . , k − 1}
x̂(j) ∈ X ∀ j = {0, 1, . . . , k, . . . , k + L− 1}
ψ(j) ∈ C ∀ j = {1, 2, . . . , NΨ}

Apply U ← U ∪ ûopt(k). ▷ Append optimal
data point.

Optimize Mθ with ▷ Only adaptive modeling.
data from U .
Go to k → k + 1. ▷ Forward time-shift.

end for

The following list summarizes the key advantages of the
proposed excitation signal design method:

• Flexible execution in both online and offline modes,
allowing for varying degrees of process adaptation while
leveraging their respective advantages.

• Requires minimal prior knowledge for implementation.
• Incorporates constraints to prevent operation in undesir-

able regions.
• Piecewise C1 differentiability, as well as C0 differentia-

bility, enabling efficient optimization via gradient-based
techniques.

• No restriction to predefined signal shapes, such as
sinusoidal or step-based signals.

IV. EVALUATION

In general, effective excitation signals lead to datasets that
provide valuable information. A space-filling design within
the operating region ensures comprehensive and balanced
information acquisition about the process behavior intended
to be modeled. Consequently, the primary focus of the eval-
uation section is to examine the space-filling performance
of the proposed method, particularly in comparison to other
state-of-the-art techniques.
Unfortunately, the concept of space-filling design is not well-
defined, particularly for dynamic processes. However, two
key aspects are generally considered important: (i) ensuring
that no region remains underrepresented, meaning that no
gaps are left [24], and (ii) achieving a distribution that covers
the considered area as uniformly as possible [25]. Hence, to

evaluate the space-filling properties, two metrics are applied.
First, we examine the radius of the largest ball within the
region of interest C, defined as

R(E,X) = max
1≤j≤NE

(
dNN(e(j), X)

)
with dNN

(
e(j), X

)
= min

1≤i≤N
||x(i)− e(j)||2

s. t. e(j) ∈ C ∀ j = {1, 2, . . . , NE} ,

(13)

where E represents a uniformly distributed dataset, which in
our investigations consists of NE = 10000 points. Second,
to assess the uniformity of the space coverage, we employ
the Jensen-Shannon divergence (JSD) with respect to the
uniform distribution, given by

JSD(X ∥ E) =
1

2
DKL(X ∥M) +

1

2
DKL(E ∥M), (14)

where X denotes the regressor space probability distribution,
E the uniform distribution, M = 1

2 (X + E) the mixture
distribution, and DKL the Kullback-Leibler divergence [26].
Furthermore, both execution approaches presented–namely,
online execution with continuous updates of the model
parameters based on current process observations, and offline
execution with a fixed model, utilizing only an approximate
process time constant as in [5], [16], [17]–are considered.
To this end, a Hammerstein process is employed as example
process in the evaluation, defined by:

y(k) = 0.2g(u(k − 1)) + 0.8y(k − 1),

g(x) =
atan(8x− 4) + atan(4)

2atan(4)
.

(15)

Since local model networks in a NARX structure trained
with the local linear model tree (LOLIMOT) algorithm [1]
can approximate the example process well, they are used
as a surrogate model when following the online execution.
In the offline approach, the surrogate model is a fixed first-
order linear time-invariant (LTI) model with a time constant
of T = 5s, which matches that of the example process, and
a gain of K = 1.
With the space-filling metrics, see Eq. (13) and Eq. (14), the
process regressor space X is examined. Although this space
is generally not accessible in practice, in this artificial setting,
it is very useful for evaluating the exploration of the process’s
operating regions of interest.

A. Theoretical Analysis

In Fig. 2, an illustrative example of the regressor space
distribution X̂ approximated by the surrogate model dur-
ing an exemplary optimization procedure is shown, along
with its corresponding supporting dataset Ψ. The uniformly
distributed supporting dataset Ψ is generated using Sobol
sequences [27]. To enhance visualization, the figure displays
an illustrative case, where NΨ = N = 100. However,
in practice, it is recommended to choose the number of
supporting points such that NΨ ≫ N . By default, NΨ = 5N .
This resolution is sufficient to efficiently target gaps when
optimizing X̂ , allowing to create high-quality space-filling
distributions.
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Fig. 2: Exemplary illustration of the datasets employed
during optimization, i.e., the regressor space distribution
X̂ approximated by the surrogate model, along with the
supporting dataset Ψ.

In Fig. 3, a comparison is presented between the proposed
method, which employs both the adaptive modeling strategy
and the fixed LTI model as a surrogate. Even by visual
inspection, it is evident that the process regressor space
distribution obtained using the adaptive modeling strategy,
Xa, exhibits smaller gaps and, consequently, smaller under-
represented regions compared to its counterpart, Xf , which
was generated employing the fixed LTI. Hence, the proposed
method using the adaptive approach can be regarded as
superior in terms of space-filling, provided that the surrogate
can adequately approximate the investigated process.
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Fig. 3: Illustrations of the regressor space distribution, Xa,
and the corresponding signal trajectory, ua, resulting from
the proposed method employing the adaptive modeling ap-
proach in (a) and (c), as well as their counterparts using the
LTI as fixed model, Xf and uf , in (b) and (d).

B. Space-Filling Performance

In this section, the space-filling performance of the proposed
method, using both the adaptive strategy and a fixed first-
order LTI model as a surrogate, is compared to state-of-the-
art techniques. First, a comparison is made to the incremental
dynamic space-filling design (IDS-FID) approach presented
in [5]. In the evaluation, the IDS-FID algorithm employs the
same LTI model as the proposed method. Second, APRBS
with minimum holding time TH = 1s are used for compari-
son. For each excitation signal design method, 50 signals are
generated, each containing a dataset of size N = 300. An
overview of the investigated signals is provided in Table I.
The sampling time is set to Ts = 1s.

Excitation method Properties

Ua Proposed method employing adaptive mod-
eling.

Uf Proposed method employing the fixed LTI
model with T = 5s,K = 1.

U IDSFID Excitation generated using the IDSFID al-
gorithm with hyperparameter values λ ∈
(0, 0.5), resulting in a spectrum ranging
from predominantly static to rather transient
excitation. Employs the fixed LTI, as well.

UAPRBS APRBS with TH = 1s.

TABLE I: Properties of the investigated excitation signal
methods. For each method, 50 signals of size N = 50 were
generated.

Figure 4 presents the results of the investigations. The pro-
posed method clearly outperforms state-of-the-art approaches
in both adaptive modeling execution and employing the fixed
surrogate model. Since the IDS-FID strategy utilizes the
same surrogate as the proposed method in offline mode, it can
be concluded that the optimization procedure of the proposed
method is superior in terms of space-filling.

Fig. 4: Boxplot of the space-filling performance of the
regressor space distribution resulting from different excita-
tion signal design methods. For each method, 50 excitation
signals of size N = 300 were generated.

In Fig. 5, the radius of the largest ball R is shown as a
function of the dataset size N . Displayed are the median-



performing signals of the investigations shown in Fig. 4.
Initially, the performance of ua and uf is similar. However,
as the dataset size increases, the proposed method employing
the adaptive modeling approach demonstrates superiority.
This can be attributed to the continuous updating of model
parameters, resulting in a more refined model as the number
of process observations grows. This enables the efficient
targeting of gaps in the data distribution. The same investi-
gations as in Fig. 5 were conducted using the JSD. However,
since the results are similar, they are not explicitly presented
here.

51 300
N

R
(N

)

ua uf uIDSFID uAPRBS

Fig. 5: Progress of the radius of the largest ball R in
dependence of the dataset size for different excitation signal
design methods.

V. DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK

It can be concluded that high-quality surrogate models pro-
duce excitation signals rich in valuable information. How-
ever, the general quality of such models depends on prior
knowledge and/or the availability of high-quality data –
both are typically lacking in input design methods. The
proposed approach uses minimal prior knowledge and can be
considered as ”less model-based” than input design methods
that rely on intrinsic model properties, such as parameter
estimate variance and uncertainty. Furthermore, previous
findings suggest that even a coarse process model can
yield favorable results when optimizing a data distribution-
centered optimality criterion [16]. Nonetheless, a systematic
investigation into the relationship between model quality and
the resulting input signal quality remains essential and will
be conducted in the future. Further future research will focus
on:

• A systematic comparison of the employed spaces,
specifically the joint input-state space and the regressor
space, will be conducted.

• Assessing whether distributions other than space-filling
designs may be beneficial under specific conditions,
like, e.g., solely local nonlinearities.

• Analyzing the computational complexity.
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