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Abstract: It is proposed to use a brain emotional learning control (BELC) system that is based on
radial basis function (RBF) in order to enhance the performance of the speed control system of
a permanent magnet synchronous motor (PMSM) and its capacity to remain stable following an
unexpected load. First, the shortcomings of the traditional PI control in the PMSM speed-control
system are explained. The intelligent control system has excellent learning ability and can effectively
improve the control effect. The brain emotional learning control is great for nonlinear system control.
Thus, it was utilized as the PMSM speed controller in place of the conventional PI control. The RBF
neural network was used to optimize some parameters of BELC. Therefore, the process of adjusting
parameters in BELC was simplified and the controller ability to resist disturbances was enhanced.
The results showed that the brain-based emotional learning control based on RBF optimization
(RBF-based BELC) not only improved the speed-control effect of the PMSM system but also enhanced
the stability of the torque and current.

Keywords: PMSM; brain emotional learning control; radial basis function neural network; speed
regulating; parameter optimization

1. Introduction

A PMSM is used in aerospace, electric vehicles, and other sectors because of its
simplicity and efficiency [1–3]. Motor operation requires a motor controller. A PMSM speed-
control system adopts PI, direct torque, model prediction, sliding model [4–8], and other
intelligent controls. PI control is a common control method in a PMSM speed-regulating
system. When PI control is adopted, the controller parameters are fixed. When there is
external disturbance, the control effect is low and it is difficult to meet the requirements of
overshoot and speed. Improving the control ability of a PMSM speed-regulating system is
an important research topic.

With the emergence of various optimization algorithms, some have been combined
with control algorithms. An intelligent control algorithm optimizes controller parameters
to improve performance. In [9], fuzzy PI utilizes fuzzy control theory to adjust PI coefficient
online so as to improve the anti-disturbance ability of a PMSM speed-regulating system.
However, the fuzzy law is complex and steady-state error exists in practical application.
In addition, some scholars started with the optimization algorithm and combined particle
swarm optimization, locust optimization, and an ant lion optimization algorithm with
PI control to optimize PI and fuzzy PI parameters, thus improving the control perfor-
mance [10–14]. Reference [15] combined the back propagation neural network with PI
control for automatic parameter adjustment. However, these methods converge slowly and
have errors. In [16], a radial basis neural network corrects PI control parameters, and the
convergence rate is fast enough to solve the local optimal problem, but the controller still
has problems in stability, speed, and accuracy. In utilizing radial basis neural networks
for optimizing controller parameters, Reference [17] employs RBF neural networks to opti-
mize the coefficients of PID controllers to enhance control performance. In a comparable
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approach within the aerospace industry, Reference [18] incorporates RBF neural networks
with PID to resolve the constant tension issue. In [19–21], they mainly use RBF neural
networks to improve controller control capability by optimizing its parameters when faced
with external interference. This technique can also be combined with optimization algo-
rithms to further exploit the parameter search capability of RBF neural networks, where, in
the literature, References [22,23] combine particle swarms, fuzzy control theory, and RBF
neural networks to achieve rapid optimization of controller parameters and thus improve
control performance.

A brain emotional learning model was proposed in [24,25] and gradually applied to
nonlinear systems to improve control ability. In [26–28], brain emotional learning control
(BELC) is implemented in unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) with multi-rotor and induction
motor vector control systems, and BELC demonstrates nonlinear control capabilities. BELC
is difficult to adjust and improper parameter selection will slow down the learning rate
and reduce the stability. Removing the orbitofrontal cortex of BELC simplified its structure
but reduced the control effect of BELC [29].

Therefore, this paper proposes a BELC algorithm based on RBF neural network opti-
mization (RBF-based BELC). The RBF network adjusts the coefficient of BELC emotional
implication function for self-regulation. The optimized emotional implication function
is helpful to the orbitofrontal cortex and amygdala learning. The adjustment of BELC
parameters is simplified and the anti-disturbance of the controller is improved. In a PMSM
speed-regulating system, the RBF-based BELC is used as the speed controller. The proposed
method is superior to PI control and BELC in feasibility and effectiveness.

2. Vector Control System for PMSM

The block diagram of a PMSM speed-control system is shown in Figure 1, which
uses a surface-mounted PMSM. The PMSM speed-regulation system adopts vector control,
in which the speed regulator and current regulator adopt PI control to form a double
closed-loop structure. The system works as follows: The position information collected by
the position sensor is calculated to obtain the actual speed of the PMSM. The difference
between the given speed nr and the actual speed n is used as the input of the speed PI
regulator. The currents id and iq of the dq axis are obtained by coordinate transformation of
the collected three-phase currents ia, ib, and ic. Set id* to zero and subtract id as the input to
the current regulator 2. The output of the speed PI regulator is iq* and its difference from iq
is added to the current regulator 1. The outputs ud and uq of the two current regulators are
converted by coordinates as inputs to the SVPWM generator to generate six drive signals
that control the inverter to provide drive voltage to the PMSM. For such a closed-loop
control system, when the speed fluctuates, the control signal will also change so that the
speed is stable near the given value.
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The PMSM is highly coupled and nonlinear. In order to facilitate the research, the influ-
ence of hysteresis loss and eddy current in the PMSM was disregarded and a mathematical
model was developed using a synchronous rotation coordinate system. In a synchronous
rotating coordinate system, the equation for the voltage of the PMSM is{

ud = Rid + Ld
did
dt −ωeLqiq

uq = Riq + Lq
diq
dt + ωe(Ldid + ψ f )

(1)

The equation for the electromagnetic torque of the PMSM is

Te =
3
2

Pn · iq · [id · (Ld − Lq) + ψ f ] (2)

where ud, uq, id, iq, Ld, and Lq are, respectively, the stator voltage, inductance, and current
of the dq axis, R is the stator resistance, ωe is the rotor electrical angle, and ψ f is the flux
linkage of the PMSM.

3. Improved Brain Emotional Learning Control
3.1. Conventional BELC

BELC simulates human brain behavior in the process of emotional learning and
processes input signals to generate output control signals. The BELC model architecture
is shown in Figure 2. The amygdala, sensory cortex, orbitofrontal cortex, and thalamus
constitute the BELC. The thalamus receives SI, stimulates the sensory cortex, and regulates
the amygdala and orbitofrontal cortex. The amygdala and orbitofrontal cortex learn through
REW. The output of the controller E is the amygdala–orbitofrontal cortex difference. The
orbitofrontal cortex monitors the amygdala BELC learning process to prevent errors.
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In the PMSM system, the difference between the given speed and the feedback speed is
fed into the brain emotional learning control. Set the speed of the PMSM speed-regulating
system as nr, the feedback speed as n, and the input error of brain emotional learning
control as e = nr − n.

The sensory input function SI and the emotional implication function REW are{
SI =

[
k1 · e k2 ·

∫
e
]

REW = k3 · e + k4 ·
∫

e + k5 · de
dt

(3)

where k1, k2, k3, k4, and k5 are adjustable coefficients.
The thalamus receives the sensory input signal SI and chooses the maximum value of

the signal as the thalamic output

Ath = max(SIi) (4)
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The output of each node within the amygdala is

Ai = SIi ·Vi (5)

Am+1 = Ath ·Vm+1 (6)

where i = 1, 2, 3, ... and m and Vi are the weights of node Ai.
The regulation rule of the amygdala in the brain’s emotional learning control is to

adjust the weight Vi of each node in real time when the output is less than the emotional
implication signal and keep the same when the output is greater than the emotional
implication signal. 

∆Vi = α · (SIi ·max(REW −
m+1
∑

i=1
Ai, 0))

∆Vm+1 = α · (Ath ·max(REW −
m+1
∑

i=1
Ai, 0))

(7)

The orbitofrontal cortex receives signals from the sensory cortex and emotional impli-
cation signals, and the output of each node in the orbitofrontal cortex is

Oi = SIi ·Wi (8)

where Wi is the weight of each node in the orbital cortex.
Similarly, the learning process of the orbitofrontal cortex is realized by adjusting the

weights of nodes in the orbitofrontal cortex in real time. The weight adjustment values of
Wi are

∆Wi = β · SIi · (E′ − REW) (9)

where β is the learning rate of node weights in the orbitofrontal cortex, E′ is the difference
between the output signal from the amygdala that does not pass through the thalamus and

the orbitofrontal cortex, and E′ =
m
∑

i=1
Ai −

m
∑

i=1
Oi.

The final output of the brain emotional learning control is

E =
m+1

∑
i=1

Ai −
m

∑
i=1

Oi (10)

The emotional implication function runs through the BELC learning process, and the
orbitofrontal cortex supervises the amygdala learning, so as to avoid overlearning and
underlearning and regulate the output of the controller. Therefore, the response rate and
control precision of BELC can be enhanced by adjusting the emotional implication function.

3.2. RBF-Based Brain Emotional Learning Control

The traditional BELC uses the emotional implication function in the learning process,
which requires more parameter adjustment. Whether the emotional implication function is
appropriate affects the BELC control effect. Because the RBF neural network has a simple
structure, fast convergence speed, and no local optimal problem, it can self-adjust the
coefficient of the emotional implication function for optimal control.

An input layer, a hidden layer, and an output layer make up the RBF neural network.
Each layer is responsible for a different function. In the RBF neural network structure, the
RBF takes its input in the form of the vector x = [x1, x2, x3, · · ·, xm]. The RBF neural network
vector of the hidden layer is h = [h1, h2, h3, · · ·hj], where hj is the Gaussian kernel function

hj = exp(−
‖x− Cj‖2

2b2
j

)(j = 1, 2, 3, · · ·n) (11)
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where Cj indicates the center vector of the j-th network node while bj denotes the node width

Cj = [cj1, cj2, · · ·, cji, · · ·, cjm]T (12)

In the equation that was just given, i = 1, 2, 3, · · ·, m and j = 1, 2, 3, · · ·, n.
The following expression constitutes the RBF neural network basis width vector

B = [b1, b2, b3, · · ·, bn]
T(bj > 0) (13)

The following represents the weight vector for the RBF neural network

W = [w1, w2, w3, · · ·, wn] (14)

The expression that represents the RBF neural network output layer is

y = w1h1 + w2h2 + w3h3 + · · ·+ wnhn (15)

For improving the performance of speed controllers in PMSM speed-control systems,
the performance index function of the RBF neural network is

J = (y(k)− ym(k))2/2 (16)

where y(k) is the actual output of the system and ym(k) is the predictive value of the
identifier output of the RBF neural network.

The weights W of the RBF neural network, the center vector Cj, and the basis width
vector B are updated using the gradient descent method. The weights W are updated
as follows

wj(k) = wj(k− 1) + η(y(k)− ym(k)) + δ(wj(k− 1)− wj(k− 2)) (17)

The basis width vector B is updated as

bj(k) = bj(k− 1) + η∆bj + δ[bj(k− 1)− bj(k− 2)] (18)

where ∆bj = η[y(k)− ym(k)] · wjhj ·
‖x−cj‖2

b3
j

.

The center vector Cj is updated as follows

cji(k) = cji(k− 1) + η∆cji + δ(cji(k− 1)− cji(k− 2)) (19)

where ∆cji = η[y(k)− ym(k)] · wjhj ·
x−cji

b2
j

, δ is the momentum factor, and η is the learn-

ing rate.
The improved BELC is used as the speed controller of the PMSM speed-regulating

system. The block diagram of the system with the BELC optimized by an RBF neural
network is illustrated in Figure 3.

The RBF neural network is used to optimize the parameters of the emotional impli-
cation function of the BELC to realize the automatic adjustment of the coefficient of the
emotional implication function. According to (3), the emotional implication function is
a typical PI structure. The e(k) is the difference between the given value and the system
output value, where k represents the k-th moment.
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The input of the emotional implication function is e(k), and the input layers of the RBF
neural network are

x(1) = e(k)− e(k− 1) (20)

x(2) = e(k) (21)

x(3) = e(k)− 2e(k− 1) + e(k− 2) (22)

The discretized emotional implication function can be rewritten as

U(k) = U(k− 1) + k3x(1) + k4x(2) + k5x(3) (23)

The coefficients of k3, k4, and k5 are adjusted online according to the sensitivity calcu-
lated by the RBF neural network.

∆k3 = −η
∂J
∂k3

= −η
∂J
∂y
· ∂y

∂∆U
· ∂∆U

∂k3
= ηe(k) · ∂y

∂∆U
· x(1) (24)

∆k4 = −η
∂J
∂k4

= −η
∂J
∂y
· ∂y

∂∆U
· ∂∆U

∂k4
= ηe(k) · ∂y

∂∆U
· x(2) (25)

∆k5 = −η
∂J
∂k5

= −η
∂J
∂y
· ∂y

∂∆U
· ∂∆U

∂k5
= ηe(k) · ∂y

∂∆U
· x(3) (26)

where ∆U = U(k)−U(k− 1).
The PMSM speed-control system employs the RBF-based BELC controller as a speed

regulator. Its primary purpose is to improve the speed performance of the PMSM system.
The input is the deviation between the required and the actual speed. Following the
adaptation of the sensory input function and the emotional implication function, the signal
SIi and signal REW are obtained. The SIi and REW signals are acquired following the
adjustment of the sensory input and emotional implication functions. Subsequently, these
signals undergo supervised learning in accordance with (4)–(10). Finally, the output of the
RBF-based BELC controller is obtained as E. The RBF neural network serves the purpose of
parameter optimization for the coefficients of the emotional implication functions k3, k4,
and k5. In the RBF-based BELC control, the RBF neural network is constructed following
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(11)–(19), with its inputs being (20)–(22). Additionally, Equations (24) and (25) are used
for online tuning of the coefficients of the emotional implication functions k3, k4, and k5,
resulting in the optimal output of the RBF-based BELC controller. The aim of this is to
improve the control of the PMSM speed by the RBF-based BELC controller.

4. Simulation Verification

To verify the control effect of the BELC optimized by an RBF neural network, the
PMSM double closed-loop speed-control system was simulated by MATLAB/Simulink.
The simulation results were compared with the conventional BELC and PI. The PMSM
parameters used are shown in Table 1. In the system, only the control strategy of the
speed regulator was changed, while the current regulator still used PI control. In the
simulation of the current PI controller with a typical type I system, according to the
calculation, the theoretical value of the current PI controller proportional and integral
coefficients, respectively, were 8.433 and 4300 and, after further adjustment, the coefficients
of proportional and integral finally were 50 and 4300. In the simulation of a speed ring for
speed PI control, the speed ring was controlled by a PI control, which is a typical type II
system. The theoretical values of the proportional and integral coefficients of the speed
PI controller were calculated to be 0.276 and 138, respectively, and the coefficients of the
proportional and integral coefficients were finally 0.4 and 138 after further adjustment. In
the simulation experiments of the RBF-based BELC and the BELC, the learning rates of
the brain emotional learning control were 0.8 and 0.02, respectively. The coefficients of the
sensory input function SI were 3 and 1.8.

Table 1. PMSM parameters.

Parameters Unit Numerical Value

Power rating kW 1.5
Rated speed rpm 1500

Rated current A 10
Polar logarithm - 4

Rotational inertia kg·m2 0.00194
Rated torque N·m 10

Stator resistance Ω 1.29
d-axis inductance mH 2.53
q-axis inductance mH 2.53

The simulation time was set at 0.4 s and the speed was set at 800 rpm under no-load
condition. The no-load speed waveforms under the RBF-based BELC, BELC, and PI control
are illustrated in Figure 4.

It can be seen that the trend of the engine speed increase was basically the same under
the three control methods due to the limiting treatment of the speed controller output.
However, there was an overshoot in the speed under PI control and BELC control, in which
the overshoot in the speed was 55 rpm under PI control and 17 rpm under BELC control.
In comparison, there was no overshoot in the speed under the RBF-based BELC control; at
the same time, the shortest time to reach the given speed was 0.0085 s. The speed of the
motor reached the given speed in 0.0085 s. The speed of the motor reached the given speed
in 0.0085 s under both PI control and BELC control, and the speed was 0.0085 s. The speed
under PI control and BELC control was 0.018 s and 0.022 s, respectively. On this basis, the
load was suddenly added at 0.2 s; the speed waveforms of the three control strategies are
shown in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Comparison of speed under sudden loading.

After a sudden increase in torque, the speed decreased for all three control methods
and eventually returned to the given speed. The simulation results showed that PI control
had a speed drop of 19 rpm, followed by BELC control with a drop of 8 RPM and, finally, the
RBF-based BELC control with a drop of 5 rpm. Additionally, the speed recovery time was
evaluated in terms of the shortest time taken for the speed to recover, which was achieved
by the RBF-based BELC control method at 0.0071 s. The recovery times for speed in both PI
and BELC control were 0.0086 s and 0.0093 s, respectively, exhibiting a near-similar result.
In summary, the RBF-based BELC outperformed the other two methods in terms of speed
overshoot during PMSM speed initiation and the extent of motor speed drop and recovery
time after sudden load application.

The current waveforms are shown in Figure 6. Figure 6a–c respectively correspond to
the three-phase current waveforms under PI, BELC, and RBF-based BELC.
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It can be clearly seen from Figure 6 that for the current waveform under all three
control methods, when PI control was used for all current controllers, the stability of the
three-phase current waveform of the PMSM was worst when the speed controller was PI
controlled, while the current stability was best with the RBF-based BELC control.

Figure 7 depicts the PMSM torque comparison of the three control methods.
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Figure 7 illustrates that the motor torque waveform of the PMSM speed-control system
abruptly rose at 0.2 s after sudden loading. The largest torque rise was obtained under PI
control, while the torque rise under the RBF-based BELC control was similar to that under
BELC control. However, the time required for torque to stabilize was shortest under the
RBF-based BELC control. Moreover, after stabilization, PMSM torque under the RBF-based
BELC control exhibited the greatest stability.

The simulation results showed that the control performance of the PMSM system
in the RBF-based BELC was better than that of BELC and PI control. In order to more
intuitively compare the performance of the three controllers, the corresponding indexes
measured quantitatively are listed in Table 2.

Table 2. Comparison of quantitative indexes.

Indexes RBF-Based BELC BELC PI

Time of speed reaching stability (ms) 8.2 18 22
Maximum speed error after stabilization (rpm) 0.1 0.1 0.5

Speed overshoot (%) 0 2.125 6.875
Speed drop after sudden loading (rpm) 6 8 19

Speed recovery time after sudden loading (ms) 7.1 9.3 8.6

It is clear from Table 2 that the control performance of the RBF-based BELC was better
than that of the other two methods.

5. Experimental Verification
5.1. Experimental Setup

As seen in Figure 8, an experimental platform for a PMSM speed-regulating system
based on the RBF-based BELC was created to confirm the accuracy of the suggested control
theory. This experiment was based on the SP2000 rapid prototype controller, which takes
the DSP28335 as the control core, and combines MATLAB and Simulink automatic code-
generation technology. In Simulink, a simulation model of a PMSM controlled by the
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RBF-based BELC was built, communication modules such as ADC and DAC were set up,
and a C program to control the PMSM was automatically generated and downloaded to
DSP. The PMSM parameters were the same as those shown in Table 1.
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5.2. Comparative Performance Test of Speed Control

Figure 9 shows the no-load speed waveforms under PI, BELC, and RBF-based BELC,
respectively.
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The experimental waveform in Figure 8 shows that the speed under PI control took a
long time to stabilize. The speed overshoot was about 154 rpm, which was much higher
than the overshoot under BELC and RBF-based BELC. The RBF-based BELC took slightly
less time to stabilize than the BELC. The RBF-based BELC had a speed overshoot of 22 rpm,
while the BELC had a speed overshoot of 58 rpm and the RBF-based BELC had a lower
speed overshoot than the BELC.

Figure 10 shows three speed waveforms controlled under sudden loading, in which (a),
(b), and (c) are PI, BELC, and RBF-based BELC, respectively. According to the test results,
under unexpected load changes, the speed controlled by PI dropped to about 32 rpm and it
took the longest to recover to the specified speed. The speed was reduced by 20 rpm with
the BELC and 14 rpm with the RBF-based BELC, and it took the shortest time to return to
the specified speed. Compared with the three control methods, the speed regulation with



Electronics 2023, 12, 4748 12 of 15

the RBF-based BELC had a better control effect when the speed returned to the specified
speed after a sudden load change.
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Figure 10. Speed comparison under sudden loading: (a) PI, (b) BELC, (c) RBF-based BELC.

In Figure 11, the speed waveform under PI, BELC, and RBF-based BELC changed
abruptly from load to no-load. PI had the highest speed overshoot of the three control
strategies, surpassing BELC and RBF-based BELC. The RBF-based BELC had the smallest
overshoot and the fastest recovery rate. For PMSM speed regulation, RBF-based BELC was
better than the other two control strategies in terms of response speed and stability.
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Table 3 shows the comparison results, which more directly reflect the excellent control
performance of the RBF-based BELC on PMSM speed.

Table 3. Quantitative comparison of speed results.

Parameters RBF-Based BELC BELC PI

Speed overshoot at start-up (%) 2.75 7.25 19.25
Speed drop of sudden loading (%) 1.75 2.5 4
Speed rise of abrupt no-load (%) 2.5 6.5 10.25

5.3. Comparative Performance Test of Torque Control

Figure 12 shows the torque waveforms of the three control strategies under sudden
loading. Figure 11a–c show torque waveforms for PI, BELC, and RBF-based BELC. The
torque of the PMSM began to rise after adding a sudden load.
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Figure 12. Comparison of torque results: (a) PI, (b) BELC, (c) RBF-based BELC.

The experimental results showed that the torque under PI control increase was the
greatest and the stabilization time was the longest. Second, BELC had less torque overshoot
than PI and stabilized faster. The torque overshoot of the RBF-based BELC was the smallest
of the three, and the arrival stabilization time was the shortest. The waveform after torque
stabilization was the best of the three control strategies. The RBF-based BELC improved
torque control and reduced disturbance caused by sudden loads.

5.4. Comparative Performance Test of Current Control

Figure 13 shows the experimental waveforms of current under the three control
strategies, in which Figure 12a–c are a-phase waveforms of a PMSM under PI control,
BELC, and RBF-based BELC.

Electronics 2023, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW 13 of 15 
 

 

 
Figure 12. Comparison of torque results: (a) PI, (b) BELC, (c) RBF-based BELC. 

The experimental results showed that the torque under PI control increase was the 
greatest and the stabilization time was the longest. Second, BELC had less torque over-
shoot than PI and stabilized faster. The torque overshoot of the RBF-based BELC was the 
smallest of the three, and the arrival stabilization time was the shortest. The waveform 
after torque stabilization was the best of the three control strategies. The RBF-based BELC 
improved torque control and reduced disturbance caused by sudden loads. 

5.4. Comparative Performance Test of Current Control 
Figure 13 shows the experimental waveforms of current under the three control strat-

egies, in which Figure 12a–c are a-phase waveforms of a PMSM under PI control, BELC, 
and RBF-based BELC. 

 
Figure 13. Comparison of a-phase current: (a) PI, (b) BELC, (c) RBF-based BELC. 

Compared with the three control strategies, the current of the PMSM changed after 
loading the motor and remained stable over time. The peak of a-phase current with PI was 
8.8 A under sudden loading. BELC and PI controls had the same peak and stable a-phase 
current values. As shown in Figure 14, the waveform with BELC was more stable and the 
current stabilized faster. Under the control of the RBF-based BELC, the peak of a-phase 
current was 8.3 A and the stable current was 8 A. The RBF-based BELC had the smallest 
current rise and the fastest stabilization time under sudden loading. The RBF-based BELC 
improved the current stability and speed-regulating effect of the PMSM. 

 
Figure 14. Comparison of a-phase current after stabilization: (a) PI, (b) BELC, (c) RBF-based BELC. 

Figure 13. Comparison of a-phase current: (a) PI, (b) BELC, (c) RBF-based BELC.

Compared with the three control strategies, the current of the PMSM changed after
loading the motor and remained stable over time. The peak of a-phase current with PI was
8.8 A under sudden loading. BELC and PI controls had the same peak and stable a-phase
current values. As shown in Figure 14, the waveform with BELC was more stable and the
current stabilized faster. Under the control of the RBF-based BELC, the peak of a-phase
current was 8.3 A and the stable current was 8 A. The RBF-based BELC had the smallest
current rise and the fastest stabilization time under sudden loading. The RBF-based BELC
improved the current stability and speed-regulating effect of the PMSM.
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6. Conclusions

To enhance system performance, we suggest utilizing the brain emotional learning
control technique, rooted in RBF neural network optimization, to configure the governor
of the PMSM governor system. The empirical findings from simulations and experiments
demonstrate that the optimized PMSM governor system employing an RBF neural network
outperforms the conventional system, as evidenced by the waveforms generated from the
final simulation. While all three speed controllers limit the outputs and display compa-
rable start-up times, the PMSM speed remains stable under the RBF-based BELC control
without overshooting. Furthermore, the PMSM speed under the RBF-based BELC control
experiences the least decrease in speed while also displaying the shortest recovery time
following the sudden application of a load during operation. The RBF neural network
enhances the efficiency of the BELC by optimizing its emotion-cueing function, which, in
turn, improves the controller’s robustness and anti-interference capability. Additionally,
the RBF neural network optimizes the PMSM governor system’s performance. During
the PMSM regulation experiments, the RBF-based BELC system replaced the PI control,
resulting in a reduction in the speed overshoot by 16.5% before stabilization and 2.25% after
sudden loading. Technical abbreviations like PMSM, RBF, and BELC have been defined
upon initial use, and there is a clear sense of logical progression in the text. The chosen
academic register due to the avoidance of biased or emotional language ensures that the
text is suitably objective. Furthermore, the desired speed was achieved in a shorter period.
Upon comparing the PMSM with PI control to the PMSM with RBF-based BELC control, it
is evident that the latter provides superior torque and current performance. Furthermore,
the suggested RBF-derived BELC control approach exhibits exceptional control precision
and anti-interference proficiency.
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