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Abstract— Data-driven controls using Gaussian process re-
gression have recently gained much attention. In such ap-
proaches, system identification by Gaussian process regression
is mostly followed by model-based controller designs. However,
the outcomes of Gaussian process regression are often too
complicated to apply conventional control designs, which makes
the numerical design such as model predictive control employed
in many cases. To overcome the restriction, our idea is to
perform Gaussian process regression to the inverse of the
plant with the same input/output data for the conventional
regression. With the inverse, one can design a model reference
controller without resorting to numerical control methods. This
paper considers single-input single-output (SISO) discrete-time
nonlinear systems of minimum phase with relative degree one.
It is highlighted that the model reference Gaussian process
regression controller is designed directly from pre-collected
input/output data without system identification.

I. INTRODUCTION

Gaussian process regression (GPR) [1], one of the most
well-known regression tools for nonlinear functions, has
been extensively used in various fields by virtue of the
following properties [2]. First, since it is a nonparametric
method, it has some flexibility to deal with a large amount
of data. Secondly, prior knowledge of the regression target
can easily be incorporated. Finally, it gives some confidence
information about the regression result, which can be utilized
to measure the regression error.

Particularly in control systems, GPR has been mainly
applied for identifying unknown nonlinear systems using
input/output or even state data before designing a model-
based controller for the identified model. For instance, [3]
and [4] show that a model predictive controller can be
designed based on the model identified by GPR. Moreover,
its real world applications are presented in [5] and [6]
for quadrotors and mobile robots, respectively. In addition,
combining the prior knowledge of a nominal model, [7] and
[8] demonstrate the utility of such Gaussian process-based
model predictive control (GP-MPC) method in autonomous
racing systems by identifying a residual model instead of the
full dynamical system. Also, [9] presents real world exper-
iments of quadrotors controlled by the GP-MPC approach,
where only aerodynamic effects on quadrotors are modeled
by Gaussian process. On the other hand, [10] and [11]
propose a feedback linearization controller for the system,
which is identified by GPR. They also provide Lyapunov
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stability analysis of the controlled system based on the result
concerning the error of the identification in [12]. On the other
hand, [13] and [14] propose event triggered online learning
of GPR in order to increase data efficiency.

However, most of these studies focus only on the system
identification capability of the GPR in the sense that con-
trollers should be designed only after the system identifica-
tion by using the GPR is completed. This leads to a problem
with controller design because even if the given system has
a relatively simple analytic formula, its identified model by
the GPR can be too complicated consisting of a summation
of as many terms as the number of data points. This
complexity has often restricted applicable control methods,
so that numerical methods such as MPC (model predictive
control) are typically employed for the identified model.
Since numerical control methods require a certain amount
of online computation resource, its utility can sometimes be
limited.

To overcome the restriction, we propose identification of
the inverse of the given system by GPR, with the purpose
of using it for model reference control. In this way, we can
bypass numerical controls and can combine classical controls
resulting in a data-driven controller, which we call model
reference Gaussian process regression (MR-GPR) control
in this paper. Since it is natural to assume that we have
access to only input/output measurements of the plant, we
propose the MR-GPR controller in the form of an output
feedback control. Therefore, the GPR is performed only with
input/output data of the system. Since our approach is based
on input/output inversion in some sense, a few limitations
naturally follow such as causality and minimum phase issues.
In this paper, we assume that the system has relative degree
one to resolve the causality issue, which is not very restrictive
because a sampled-data system of a continuous-time system
generically has relative degree one. Moreover, we assume
that the system is of minimum phase.

This paper is organized as follows. The problem formu-
lation with a class of nonlinear systems under consideration
and a couple of assumptions on the class of systems are in
Section II. In Section III, we propose the data-driven MR-
GPR controller and explain how to design it using the GPR.
Also, a stability analysis of the closed-loop system with the
MR-GPR controller is presented. An illustrative example that
demonstrates the usefulness of the MR-GPR controller is
given in Section IV. Finally, this paper is summarized and
concluded in Section V.

Notation: For column vectors a and b, [a; b] denotes
[aT , bT ]T . For discrete-time vector sequences y(t) and z(t),
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we define a vector

z[k,k+T ] := [z(k); z(k + 1); · · · ; z(k + T )],

and a set

{(y(t), z(t))}k+T
t=k

:= {(y(k), z(k)), · · · , (y(k + T ), z(k + T ))}.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider a single-input single-output (SISO) nonlinear
discrete-time control-affine system with relative degree one
in Byrnes-Isidori normal form [15]:

y(t+ 1) = f(z(t), y(t)) + g(z(t), y(t))u(t) (1a)
z(t+ 1) = h(z(t), y(t)) (1b)

where u(t) ∈ R is the input, z(t) ∈ Rn−1 is the state of the
zero dynamics, and y(t) ∈ R is the output. It is assumed that
the functions f(·, ·), g(·, ·), and h(·, ·) are unknown and only
the input/output of the system are available as measurements.
Also, we assume that the functions f(·, ·), g(·, ·), and h(·, ·)
are smooth. In addition, the following assumption is given.

Assumption 1: The system (1) satisfies the followings:
(a) The system has global relative degree one, or equiv-

alently, g(z, y) 6= 0 for all (z, y) ∈ Rn. Also, the
system dimension n and the global relative degree one
are known.

(b) The internal dynamics (1b) is input-to-state stable with
the input being y. �

If the plant to be controlled is a continuous-time physical
system, then its discretization generically yields a discrete-
time system of relative degree one [16]. Therefore, the
system description of (1) may not be too restrictive. Now,
we assume observability of the system (i.e., observability for
the state z) as follows.

Assumption 2: There exists a smooth mapping O :
R2n−1 → Rn−1 that determines the state z(t) as

z(t) = O([y[t,t+n−1];u[t,t+n−2]])

for any pair of input u[t,t+n−2] and output y[t,t+n−1] of the
system (1). �

Example 1: For simplicity, let us write y(t) by yt in this
example. When the system (1) has the form of

yt+1 = fz(zt) + fy(yt) + ut

zt+1 = h(zt, yt)
(2)

then Assumption 2 holds if, for any input/output trajectory
u[t,t+n−2] and y[t,t+n−1] of (1), there exists a unique solution
z∗ ∈ Rn−1 to the equations

fz(z∗) = yt+1 − fy(yt)− ut,
fz(h(z∗, yt)) = yt+2 − fy(yt+1)− ut+1,

fz(h(h(z∗, yt),fy(yt) + fz(z∗) + ut))

= yt+3 − fy(yt+2)− ut+2,

...
fz(h(· · · (h(z∗, yt),fy(yt) + fz(z∗) + ut), · · · ))

= yt+n−1 − fy(yt+n−2)− ut+n−2

which is derived directly from the system (2). In this case,
z(t) = z∗. �

On the other hand, let us consider a stable reference model
given by

yr(t+ 1) = fr(yr(t)) ∈ R (3)

which satisfies the additional assumption that

yr(t+ 1) = fr(yr(t)) + η(t)

is input-to-state stable when η is viewed as an input. In
order to make the controlled system (1) become the reference
model (3), the controller should be

u(t) =
fr(y(t))− f(z(t), y(t))

g(z(t), y(t))
. (4)

For designing the controller (4), however, not only the
functions f(·, ·) and g(·, ·) are needed, but also the state z(t)
needs to be measured. In this paper, we present a method to
construct the controller (4) by using only the input/output
data of the system (1).

III. MAIN RESULT

In this section, we design a data-driven controller that can
produce almost the same control input as (4) by using GPR
trained by input/output data of the system (1).

We firstly show that the state z(t) can be expressed by the
input/output history of the system (1). For this, let

ζ0(t) := [y[t−n+1,t−1];u[t−n+1,t−1]] ∈ R2(n−1). (5)

Lemma 1: Under Assumption 2, there exists a smooth
function θ : R2(n−1) × R → Rn−1, such that the state z(t)
of (1) is given by

z(t) = θ(ζ0(t), y(t))

for all time step t.
Proof: Since there exists a smooth mapping O such

that

z(t− n+ 1) = O([y[t−n+1,t];u[t−n+1,t−1]])

by Assumption 2, it follows that

z(t) = h(z(t− 1), y(t− 1))

= h(h(z(t− 2), y(t− 2)), y(t− 1))

= h(h(h(z(t− 3), y(t− 3)), y(t− 2)), y(t− 1))

...
= h(· · · (h(z(t− n+ 1), y(t− n+ 1)), · · · ), y(t− 1))

= h(· · · (h(O([y[t−n+1,t];u[t−n+1,t−1]]),

y(t− n+ 1)), · · · ), y(t− 1))

=: θ(ζ0(t), y(t))

which completes the proof.
Let us define the vectors

ζ1(t) := [ζ0(t); y(t)] ∈ R2n−1

ξ(t) := [ζ1(t); y(t+ 1)] ∈ R2n

2



which are composed of an arbitrary input/output trajectory
of the system (1), and suppose that the set E contains all
possible ξ(t).

Define c : R2n → R as

c([ζ1(t); s]) :=
s− f(θ(ζ0(t), y(t)), y(t))

g(θ(ζ0(t), y(t)), y(t))
.

Then, the ideal control (4) is generated by

u(t) = c([ζ1(t); fr(y(t))]). (6)

For later use, we also define C as the set of all possible
[ζ1(t); fr(y(t))]. It is noted that C ⊂ E by definition.

The ideal control (4), implemented as (6), is an output
feedback control in the sense that it uses input/output data
only. However, there is still a problem that the knowledge
of functions f(·, ·), g(·, ·), and θ(·, ·) are needed for con-
structing (6). We solve this problem by applying GPR to
identify the function c(·) itself. This idea is feasible by
treating [ζ1(t); y(t+ 1)] as input data to the function c, and
u(t) as output data. This is because

u(t) = c([ζ1(t); y(t+ 1)])

from (1a).
To perform the proposal, we first collect input/output data1

of system (1) as

{(ud(t), yd(t))}Nt=1 (7)

where N > n is the total number of input/output data. Then
we rearrange the data as the training input

ξd(t+ n− 1) = [ζ1d(t+ n− 1); yd(t+ n)]

= [yd[t,t+n−2];ud[t,t+n−2]; yd[t+n−1,t+n]]

and the training output

ud(t+ n− 1),

yielding the training dataset:

D := {(ξd(t+ n− 1), ud(t+ n− 1))}N−nt=1 . (8)

Remark 1: It may be difficult to collect sufficiently long
(N � n) input/output sequences as in (7) if the system is
unstable. In this case, let input/output data collected in the
i-th experiment be

{(uid(t), yid(t))}N
i

t=1,

where N i > n. The training input and output samples are
rearranged as

ξid(t+ n− 1) = [yid[t,t+n−2];u
i
d[t,t+n−2]; y

i
d[t+n−1,t+n]]

and
uid(t+ n− 1)

for t = 1, . . . , N i − n, respectively. The training dataset for
each i-th experiment is defined as

Di :=
{

(ξid(t+ n− 1), uid(t+ n− 1))
}Ni−n
t=1

.

1The subscript d is used for the sample data collected from the system
during some experiment.

By combining all Di, we can still use

D =
⋃
i

Di

for identifying the function c(·) even if the data of each
experiment is obtained from different initial conditions. In
this case, the total number of input/output data becomes N =∑

iN
i. �

A Gaussian process (GP) is fully specified by a mean
function m : E → R and a covariance function k : E × E →
R. The GP that we use for identifying the function c(·)
employs the zero function for the mean function, and the
squared exponential (SE) kernel for the covariance function:

k(ξ, ξ′) = σ2
fexp

(
−1

2
(ξ − ξ′)TL−1(ξ − ξ′)

)
(9)

in which, σf and L = diag(l21, . . . , l
2
2n) are hyperparameters.

We set the hyperparameters using the marginal likelihood
optimization according to Bayesian principles [1, Chapter 5].

By using the training dataset D in (8), the GP yields the
posterior mean and variance functions for a test input ξ ∈ E

µD(ξ) := kT (ξ)K−1u, (10)

σD(ξ) := k(ξ, ξ)− kT (ξ)K−1k(ξ), (11)

respectively, where

u := [ud(n); · · · ;ud(N − 1)],

k(ξ) := [k(ξd(n), ξ); · · · ; k(ξd(N − 1), ξ)],

K :=

 k(ξd(n), ξd(n)) · · · k(ξd(n), ξd(N − 1))
...

. . .
...

k(ξd(N − 1), ξd(n)) · · · k(ξd(N − 1), ξd(N − 1))

 .
The posterior mean and variance functions are not well-
defined if, for example, some elements in the set of training
inputs {ξd(t+n−1)}N−nt=1 are identical as mentioned in [17,
Remark 3.3], which hardly occurs in practice.

It is noted that the posterior mean function µD(·) is in fact
the estimation result of the function c(·) which is obtained
by only the input/output data of the system (1). On the
other hand, the posterior variance function σD(·) indicates
the confidence of the estimation.

Finally, we construct the MR-GPR controller by using the
mean function µD in (10) as

u(t) = µD([ζ1(t); fr(y(t))])

= µD([y[t−n+1,t−1];u[t−n+1,t−1]; y(t); fr(y(t))])
(12)

which is an output feedback controller. The following theo-
rem shows the convergence of the closed-loop system with
the MR-GPR controller (12) under a boundedness assump-
tion of the input gain.

Assumption 3: There exists ḡ > 0 such that |g(z, y)| ≤ ḡ
for all (z, y) ∈ Rn. �

While we assume the input gain function g(·, ·) to be
bounded, if we consider the case where z(t) and y(t) stay
in some compact sets, then it is seen that the boundedness
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directly follows from the smoothness of the input gain
function.

Theorem 1: Under Assumptions 1, 2, and 3, there exists
a class-K function γ such that, if there exists a dataset D so
that

|µD([ζ1; s])− c([ζ1; s])| < δ, ∀[ζ1; s] ∈ C (13)

for a given δ > 0, then, the closed-loop system (1) with the
MR-GPR controller (12) guarantees

lim sup
t→∞

‖[y(t); z(t)]‖ < γ(δ).

Proof: For notational simplicity, let yt imply y(t) in
this proof. Applying (12) to (1a), we have

yt+1 = f(zt, yt) + g(zt, yt)µD([ζ1,t; fr(yt)])

= f(zt, yt) + g(zt, yt)c([ζ1,t; fr(yt)])

+ g(zt, yt){µD([ζ1,t; fr(yt)])− c([ζ1,t; fr(yt)])}
= fr(yt) + et

where

et := g(zt, yt){µD([ζ1,t; fr(yt)])− c([ζ1,t; fr(yt)])}. (14)

By the assumption,

|et| ≤ ḡδ, ∀t

and by the input-to-state stability assumption of the reference
model, there are a class-KL function βy and a class-K
function γy such that

|yt| ≤ βy(|y0|, t) + γy(ḡδ).

Also from the input-to-state stability of (1b) in Assumption
1 (b), there exists a class-KL function βz and a class-K
function γz such that

‖zt‖ ≤ βz(‖z0‖, t) + γz(|yt|).

Therefore,

lim sup
t→∞

|yt| ≤ γy(ḡδ)

lim sup
t→∞

‖zt‖ ≤ γz(γy(ḡδ))

so that the function γ that completes the proof can be
constructed.

Remark 2: We identify the smooth function c(·) as µD(·)
by the GP with SE kernel. In fact, the posterior variance
function σD(·) in (11) can be utilized to measure how much
the function µD(·), the identification result, differs from the
function c(·). Specifically, if the function c(·) belongs to
reproducing kernel Hilbert space generated by the kernel k
in (9), then

|µD(ξ)− c(ξ)| ≤ β
√
σD(ξ), ∀ξ ∈ E

for some positive β (see [17, Corollary 3.11] for details). In
addition, [18, Corollary 3.2] presents a certain method for
data collection, with which it is possible to make the upper
bound (the function of the posterior variance) arbitrarily
small by using a sufficiently large number of data N . With

the help of these facts, we can compose a dataset D that
satisfies the sufficient condition (13) in Theorem 1 for a given
δ > 0. �

Remark 3: In order to initiate the output feedback con-
troller (12) at time t = 0, information of y[−n+1,−1] and
u[−n+1,−1] is needed. If the system is initially at rest or
at the steady-state, then the information is easy to obtain,
but this may not be the typical situation. Instead, one may
apply arbitrary inputs for the initial (n − 1) steps. In fact,
the information about (n − 1)-long input/output sequences
is necessary to figure out the information of internal state,
which is reminiscent to the classical output feedback con-
trols, in which, the state-feedback control does not have
much meaning until a dynamic observer estimates the plant’s
state. �

IV. ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLE

In this section, an illustrative example is presented to
describe the utility of the proposed data-driven controller.

Consider the following SISO system

y(t+ 1) = y2(t) + z(t) + u(t) (15a)
z(t+ 1) = 0.5 sin(y(t))z(t), (15b)

where u, y, z ∈ R. We assume that the system dimension n =
2 and the global relative degree one are known (Assumption
1 (a)). Since the internal dynamics (15b) is input-to-state
stable from y to z, the system (15) also satisfies Assumption
1 (b). Furthermore, Assumption 2 is satisfied by the fact that
z(t) is uniquely determined by

z(t) = y(t+ 1)− y2(t)− u(t)

= O([y[t,t+1];u(t)]).

Therefore, we obtain

z(t) = 0.5 sin(y(t− 1))z(t− 1)

= 0.5 sin(y(t− 1))
(
y(t)− y2(t− 1)− u(t− 1)

)
= θ (ζ0(t), y(t))

as in Lemma 1. Noting that

c([ζ1(t); y(t+ 1)]) = y(t+ 1)− y2(t)− θ (ζ0(t), y(t)) ,

we compose the training data D =
⋃T

i=1Di, where the data
Di is collected in an experiment with random initial con-
dition yd(0), zd(0) ∈ [−1.2, 1.2] and random input ud(t) ∈
[−1.2, 1.2] for N i = 5 time steps for all i = 1, . . . , T . In
the i-th experiment, as in Remark 1, we obtain the data

ξd(t+ 1) = [yd(t);ud(t); yd(t+ 1); yd(t+ 2)]

which is used as a training input and

ud(t+ 1)

which is considered as a training output for t = 1, 2, 3. Using
the training data D, we set the hyperparameters in (9) by
optimizing the marginal likelihood through GPML toolbox
[19]. Finally, we take a stable reference model as

yr(t+ 1) = fr(yr(t)) = −0.4yr(t)
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Fig. 1. Output trajectories of the system (15) with ideal controller c (green
line) and MR-GPR controller µD (black line) designed by the data of T =
20 experiments from different initial conditions.

which guarantees input-to-state stability for

yr(t+ 1) = −0.4yr(t) + η(t).

Then, the proposed output feedback controller becomes

u(t) = µD([ζ1(t);−0.4y(t)])

= µD([y(t− 1);u(t− 1); y(t);−0.4y(t)]).
(16)

Figs. 1 and 2 show the output of the closed-loop system
with the proposed controller designed by the training data
of T = 20 and 2000 experiments from different initial
conditions, respectively, compared to the one with the ideal
controller. We set the initial conditions of each system as

(y(0), z(0))

∈ {(1.1, 1.1), (1.1,−1.1), (−1.1, 1.1), (−1.1,−1.1)}

in both Figs. 1 and 2. In all cases, zero input u(0) = 0 is
used at the very first step of control for applying the MR-
GPR controller. It is observed that in both Figs. 1 and 2,
the MR-GPR controller asymptotically stabilizes all systems
that have different initial conditions. Also, the MR-GPR
controller designed with more data in Fig. 2 shows better
performance than the one designed with less data in Fig. 1.

On the other hand, Figs. 3 and 4 depict function values
of the MR-GPR controller µD designed by using the data of
T = 20 and 2000 experiments, respectively, compared to the
ideal controller c. Although both functions µD and c need
an input

[ζ1(t);−0.4y(t)] = [y(t− 1);u(t− 1); y(t);−0.4y(t)]

to be evaluated, we fix the value u(t−1) = 0.2 and evaluate
both functions by sweeping y(t− 1) and y(t) in [−1.2, 1.2].
It is seen that the proposed controller µD sufficiently well
approximates the ideal controller c throughout the entire
domain when 2000 experiments of data are used in Fig 4,
while the approximation reveals some error particularly at

Fig. 2. Output trajectories of the system (15) with ideal controller c (green
line) and MR-GPR controller µD (black line) designed by the data of T =
2000 experiments from different initial conditions.

Fig. 3. Function values of ideal controller c (green mesh) and MR-
GPR controller µD (black dotted mesh) designed by the data of T = 20
experiments.

evaluation points which are far from (0, 0) when 20 ex-
periments of data are used Fig 3. This is also verified in
Fig. 5 that plots the error et of (14), which is a function of
[ζ1(t);−0.4y(t)].

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed the MR-GPR controller, which
is the data-driven output feedback controller, for SISO non-
linear discrete-time control-affine systems with relative de-
gree one and of minimum phase. The design was performed
by using the GPR, trained only by input/output data of the
system. It is worthy to emphasize that the GPR was utilized
not for system identification but for controller design itself.
It was shown that the control performance improves as more
data are available for training, which was demonstrated by
an illustrative example using simulations.

While we present a new concept of MR-GPR, the class of

5



Fig. 4. Function values of ideal controller c (green mesh) and MR-GPR
controller µD (black dotted mesh) designed by the data of T = 2000
experiments.

Fig. 5. Error of function values between ideal controller c and MR-GPR
controller µD designed by the data of T = 20 experiments (red mesh) and
T = 2000 experiments (blue mesh)

applicable systems is still restricted, and more study is nec-
essary to extend the applicable system class. Future research
topics include regression of residual nonlinearity in the
inversion, extension to multi-input multi-output case, con-
sideration of measurement noises, handling of non-minimum
phase systems by a feedback of estimated internal states, and
application of the proposed idea to other regression methods
[20] and [21].
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